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SUMMARY

The research covered In this report sought to examine a
number of different questions related to leader and group
member functioning. Major areas of interest included: (a)
leader intervention. to maintain group integration, group
motivation, and leader endorsement following collective
group failure; (b) the relationship between leader exper-
tise, group member expertise, and compliance with a leader's
task suggestions; (c) situational factors and leader behav-
iors that might enhance group member compliance; (d) reward
distributions made by leaders under conditions in which
leader self-interest in grouip member performance should be
maximized; and (e) reactions of high and low performing
group members to varying leader reward distributions.

We began this project by examining leader feedback in
response to collective failure. Our early findings raised
some questions concerning the assumption that leader
endorsement and group member compliance were positively
related. Although we continued to Investigate leader
intervention strategies following group performance (eog.,
attributions for success and failure and allocation of
rewards between high and low performers), we began to
reexamine the relationship betteen leader endorsement and
group member compliance with specific emphasis on leader and
group member task expertise. In addition, we broadened our
investigation to include other strategies which a leader
might use to increase group member compliance.

All of the research described in this report examined
the impact of behavior that emanated from leaders. In addi-
tion, we tried to Include behavioral measures of compliance
or performance wherever possible in our experiments.

All subjects used in this project were college students
recruited from introductory sections of behavioral science
and management. These students received course credit and,
in most cases, a small monetary reward for their participa-
tion In this research. A series of eight studies, including
pilot s~udi-s, were conducted.

A summary of the major findings of this research
project is presented below:

1. Positive compared to negative leader feedback
following collective group failure led to higher leader

vii



endorsement, group Integration and perceived task
motivation. No effect of feedback was found on compliance
with a leader's suggestions.

2. Leaders tend to use ego-enhbancing/defensive
attributions in evaluating their group's performance follow-
Ing collective group success and failure. This tendency was
amplified in public as compared to private conditions.
Measures of group integration and leader endorsement were

not affected by the type of leader attribution.

3. Group members do not appear to comply with a
leader's suggestions solely as a function of the leader's
level of competence. Leader endorsement (based on the task
competence of the leader) is also unrelated to compliance.

4. The perceived competence of the group members
appears to be an important factor in determining the extent
to which group members comply with a leader's suggestion.
In some situations low group member competence increases
compliance, irrespective of the competence of the leader and
in other situations compliance appears to occur only under
conditions of low group member competence and high leader
competence.

5. A reciprocal compared to nonreciprocal leader
influence strategy appears more successful in enhancing
compliance when the group member's own suggestion is of high
quality. A nonreciprocal compared to reciprocal strategy
appears more successful in enhancing compliance when the
group members' suggestion is of poor quality.

6. Leaders, who present task suggestions with a demand
that group members follow their ideas, appear to be more
successful in obtaining compliance than leaders who present
their task suggestions with no direct influence attempt,
particularly when group members are of moderate competence.

7. Leaders appear to follow a rule of equity (i.e.,
proportionality) in their allocation of rewards to high and
low performing group members, even in situations where one
might expect the leader to violate equity in order to either
increase the performance of the low performing group member
or to increase harmony and cooperation between group mem-
bers. The leader's own belief in personal locus of control
did, however, affect reward distributions, with high
personal control leaders being more likely to Lollow equity
than low personal control le~ders.
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EXPERIMENT I

Leader Interventions to Ameliorate the Negative

Consequences of Collective Group Failure

AB STRACT

In laboratory groups the consequences of positive, negative
and no leader feedback were examined following collective
group failure. Results suggested that positive leader feed-
back, following collective failure, is a more effective
strategy than negative leader feedback to increase group
integration, perceived task motivation and leader endorse-
ment. The type of feedback had no impact on compliance with
the suggestions of the leader. In addition, the target of
feedback (group versus individual) had no impact on any of
the dependent measures.

Introduction

Considerable attention has been directed at examining
the consequences of collective group success and failure.
In general, the literature indicates that in groups without
formal leaders, success leads to greater interpersonal
attraction and task motivation than does failure (Deutsch,
1959,; Dustin, 1966; Meyers, 1962; Zander, 1971).

The consequences of collective success and failure for
leadership have also been examined. Studies (Julian,
Hollander, and Regula, 1969; !4ichener and Lawler, 1975) have
indicated that leaders of groups which fail suffer signif-
icant losses in endorsement relative to leaders of groups
which succeed. Furthermore, these effects appear regardless
of leadership style (Price, 1977), suggesting that how you
play the game may not be as important as whether you win or
lose.

A simple reinforcement model might account for the
findings summarized above. Collective success Is rewarding,
while collective failure is punishing. The rewards asso-
ciated with success become associated with the members of
the group, the task and the group leader as do the
punishments or costs associated with failure.



Given the clearly disintegrative effects of collective
failure, it is surprising that no research could be found
that is concerned with overcoming these negative conse-
quences after group failure has occurred. The current study
seeks to examine leader behaviors that may be used to
ameliorate some of the negative consequences which follow
collective failure.

One characteristic leader behavior involves providing
his group with feedback after task performance. A common
reaction to 3roup failure, by leaders, involves communica-
tion of disappointment with the group's performance. If the
disintegrative effects of failure are, in fact, a function
of punishing outcomes, then we might seriously question such
negative feedback, as it would only serve to amplify the
already punishing outcomes experienced by the group members.
On the other hand positive leadee feedback following collec-
tive failure could serve to reduce some of the disinte-
grating effects of that failure. By complimenting the group
members on their efforts, despite failure, the leader helps
to provide the group with a positive outcome.

Such praise may be regarded as a non-contingent reward.

In this regard, Cherrington, Reitz, and Scott (1971) hypoth-
esized that work group members receiving non-contingent
monetary reinforcement would report greater satisfaction and
more favorable attitudes toward components of the task
setting than those who were not rewarded. This hypothesis
was supported in an experiment which varied both the
presence or absence of reward and reward contingency. While
it is certainly true that reward following failure might be
dysfunctional for future performance in conditions where the
group had exerted little effort, it is also true that at
times failure may be related to variables that are external
to the group. Consider, for example, a situation in which
the marketing department of a product organization has just
lost a sales contract to a major competitor. The members of
th-is department may have worked for months at a level of
effort which has brought them success many times in the
past. Their failure would in this case be attributable not
to their own lack of effort, but to a combination of exter-
nal factors (e.g., personality of potential customer, better
price from competitor, etc.). Praise from a superior under
these circumstances might serve to keep morale as well as
effort, high in future sales competition. In addition to
the above arguments, recent experimental research on reward
allocation (Greenberg and Leventhal, 1976; Shapiro, 1975)
has demonstrated that "supervisors" will overcompensate
failing work groups and their members in order to motivate
poor performers and reduce potential intragroup conflicts.

-2-
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While neither of these studies examined the consequences of
overreward, they are suggestive of a strategy that research
subjects feel should be followed. In light of the above
research, Hypothesis 1 predicts that positive leader
feedback following collective failure will lead to greater
group integration, leader endorsement, task motivation, and
compliance with group leader suggestions than will negative
leader feedback. Compliance is included in Hypothesis 1
because both Homans (1961) and Hollander Julian (1970) have
suggested a positive relationship between leader endorsement
and group member compliance.

A second question addressed by this study concerns the
target of leader feedback. Specifically, leaders may pro-
vide feedback to the group or to individual members of the
group. Hypothesis 2 predicts that, following collective
failure, positive g,:oup feedback will lead to higher group
integration and task motivation than positive individual
feedback, while negative group feedback will lead to lower
integration and task motivation than negative individual
feedback. In contrast, Hypothesis 3 predicts that, follow-
ing collective failure, positive individual feedback will
lead to higher leader endorsement than positive group feed-
back, while negative individual feedback will lead to lower
leader endorsement than negative group feedback. Hypotheses
2 and 3 are based on the assumption that group oriented
feedback may tie the rewards or punishments of each group
member to his membership in the group, while individually
oriented feedback would seem to tie each member's outcomes
to the leader's behavior.

Method

Sublects and Experimental Design

Subjects were 120 male undergraduate volunteers from
business administration and sociology. They received course
credit for participation in this research.

The basic experiment was to first induce collective
group failure and then manipulate the independent variubles
in a 2 (positive versus negative leader feedback) x 2 (indi-
vidual versus group feedback) factorial design. Two
additional control conditions were run for comparison pur-
poses. These included a no leader feedback condition (to
check on the relative effects of positive versus negative
leader feedback) and a no performance evaluation condition
(to check on the collective failure induction). Collective
group failure was held constant across all conditions with
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the exception of the no performance evaluation condition.
Subjects in this condition received no performance feedback
and were debriefed after completing the first problem
solving task and accompanying dependent measures. There
were ten groups in each experimental condition.

Procedure

Subjects were run in three-person groups. Two group
members vere naive and one was a confederate. The same
confederate was used across all experimental conditions.
The general instructions indicated that subjects would be
working on two problems and performance on both problems was
highly correlated. To encourage the group to work hard,
each group member was told he could earn $2.00 on each prob-
lem if the group's performance was better than 60 percent of
the groups that previously completed the problem. After the
necessity of choosing a competent leader was explained, a
leader selection task was distributed. The confederate was
always selected as leeder.

Problem I required that the subjects work together for
8 minutes under Brainstorming Instructions. Subjects were
to list as many factors as they could which they believed
that middle managers stated, in a regional survey,
contributed to their job satisfaction. The leader always
suggested the same five factors, and his job was to select
12 from the total list developed by the group which he felt
were most frequently mentioned by middle managers. Group
members were not aware of which 12 factors were selected by
the leader as he did this privately, but in the presence of
the other group members. In addition to choosing the 12
final factors, the leader was responsible on the first prob-
1em for keeping track of time, recording the group members
answers and making sure that each group member had ample
time to make his suggestions.

Group failure was induced by the experimenter
presenting group members, in all but the no performance
evaluation condition, with bogus feedback that they scored
17.5 with a percentile score of 33 on the first problem
task. Since they did not surpass the 60 percentile, they
did not qualify for the bonus. No performance evaluation
groups were told they would receive performance feedback
after completing the second problem.

Immediately after feedback or a statement indicating
that feedback would be given after the second problem, a
questionnaire was administered measuring group integration
and leader endorsement. All questions ware seven interval



bi-polar scales, e.g., ranging from extremely enjoyable to
extremely unenjoyable, with a neutral point. Integration
questions included: satisfaction with group membership,
enjoyment of working with group members on a different task#
enjoyment of meeting group members socially, and feeling
like a member of an effective group. The endorsement ques-
tions were adopted from Michener and Lawler (1975). They
included: satisfaction with the leader's performance,
willingness to have the leader continue as leader, legit-
imacy of the leader, and support for the leader. Group
members completed the questionnaire in private. They were
told that the leader was completing a questionnaire
concerning his reactions to the group members. Following
completion of the questionnaires, groups in the no perfor-
mance evaluation condition were debriefed.

After completing their questionnaires the leader handed
each group member, in the four leader feedback conditions, a
copy of his performance ratings. Ratings were made along
seven interval bi-polar scales. They included quality of
suggestions, understanding of issues, involvement, coopera-
tion, clarity of suggestions, attentiveness to others,
timing of suggestions, and overall contributions.

Feedback target was manipulated by personalizing the
leader's ratings. In the individual feedback condition,
each rating scale contained a space where the group member's
name was written in. In the group feedback condition, the
words "gou members" were written in.

In the positive feedback condition, the leader's
ratings varied between the two most positive intervals. In
the negative feedback condition, the leader's ratings varied
between the two most negative intervals. The leader
(confederate) distributed his ratings to the other group
members. Re was blind to the actual ratings by using closed
folders and ratings which were prepared by the experimenter.
Leader feedback was omitted in the no leader feedback
condition.

Following leader feedback, subjects were reseated
together and Problem 2 was distributed. Group members were
given 20 pairs of job factors. They were asked to indicate
which factor, in each pair, they believed was ranked as more
important in contributing to job satisfaction by a group of
.regionally surveyed blue-collar workers. Group members were
told to first solve the problem individually and then com-
bine their answers into a single group solution. The leader
would play an advisory role. After individual solutions
were reached, the leader placed his answers on the



blackboard and briefly (approximately 10 minutes) outlined
his reasons for each answer. At the conclusion of his
remarks, the leader left to (ostensibly) work on another
problem. The subjects had 10 minutes to reach a single
group solution. The leader presented the same answers and
rationale to each of the groups. Group members were not
allowed to question the leader in order to control the
perceptions of task expertise. The first dependent measure
of compliance was simply the extent to which the group's
final solution agreed with the suggested solution of the
leader.

After collection of Problem 2, subjects filled out a
second questionnaire in private. Integration and leader
endorsement were re-measured. Task motivation was also
measured using seven interval bi-polar scales, including
perceived importance of doing well, reported effort, per-
ceived effort of teammate, and perceived importance of team-
mate doing well. The internal consistency for each scale
was calculated using alpha. Respective values for the
scales were .93 for the task motivation scale, .80 for the
endorsement scale and .65 for the group integration scale.

Finally, group members were reseated together,
ostensibly, to receive performance feedback on Problem 2.
At this time, the leader said, "Before you give us feedback
could we solve Problem 1 again as a group. I think we could
do better." The experimenter indicated that he couldn't
offer any additional money. The leader then said: "That's
O.K. Could we have 20 minutes to work on Problem 1 again?"
The experimenter asked each group member if he wished to
resolve Problem 1 and probed for how much time he was
willing to spend resolving Problem 1. The amount of time
from 0 to 20 minutes that the group members agreed to spend
was the second measure of compliance.

Results

Success of Experimental Manipulations

To determine the effectiveness of the collective
failure induction, one-way analyses of variance vere
performed comparing the three performance evaluation
conditions with the no performance evaluation condition.
Significant results were obtained for both the integration,
*F(3, 56) - 8.32,L < .001 and endorsement, F(3, 56) - 4.16,
.k .01 scales. Planned comparisons tests revealed that

while all conditions receiving the collective failure induc-
tion did not differ significantly from one another, all were
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significantly lover in group integration (p < .01) and
leader endorsement (p .05) than the nio performance evalua-
tion control condition. These results offer strong evidence
for the disintegrative effects of group failure and Indicate
the induction of collective failure was successful.

To check on the positive versus negative leader
feedback manipulation, subjects were asked to evaluate the
favorability of leader feedback along a seven interval
bi-polar scale. A 2 x 2 analysis of variance on the four
leader feedback conditions revealed a significant main
effect of positive versus negative feedback, F(l, 36)-
201.89,.L < .0001, with subjects receiving positive feedback
(I1 5.8) perceiving that feedback to be far more positive
than those receiving negative feedback (2 - 2.6). No other
effects were significant.

Subjects indicated whether they received individual or
group feedback by checking one of two statements concerning
feedback orientation. Analysis of variance on these dichot-
omous scores revealed a significant main effect of the group
versus individual manipulation, F(1, 36) - 11.98,L < .002,
such that subjects correctly identified the type of feedback
received. No other effects were significant.

Overall, there was strong evidence for the
effectiveness of all manipulations in this experiment.

Effects of Leader Feedback

Two-way analysis of variance was used to examine the
effects of leader feedback and target of feedback. Hypothe-
sis 1 predicted that positive leader feedback would lead to
higher integration, endorsement, task motivation and compli-
ance than negative leader feedback. Inspection of Table 1
reveals that positive compared to negative leader feedback
led to higher integration, endorsement and task motivation.
There was no effect of positive versus negative leader
feedback on either of the two compl ance measures.

To examine the relative impact of positive and negative
leader feedback, each leader feedback condition was compared
with the no leader feedback control condition. Multiple
t-tests revealed a marginally significant (fL < .10) differ-
ence on integration change scores between the no leader
feedback condition (11 - 4.3) and the negative leader feed-

.back condition (-x - 3.1). No significant differences were
found between either the positive or negative leader feed-
back conditions and the no leader feedback condition on
leader endorsement change scores. Comparing the mean change

-7-
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score on the Task Motivation scale revealed a marginally
significant difference (2 < .10) between the positive leader
feedback (1 - 22.1) and the no leader feedback (i - 20.2)
conditions.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 predicted different interactions
between the type and target of leader feedback, for the
various dependent measures. No support was found for either
hypothesis.

Discussion

The intent of this study was to examine leader
interventions in response to collective failure which could
ameliorate the negative consequences of group failure.
Analysis of the data indicated that the manipulation of
collective failure was successful. Groups which received a
failure performance evaluation on the first task responded
with lower leader endorsement and lower group integration in
comparison to groups which received no performance evalua-
tion on the first task. This was an especially strong teat
of the collective failure induction since the comparison
condition was not success feedback but no performance

The results suggest that positive leader feedback,
following collective failure, is a more effective strategy
than negative leader feedback. Groups which experienced
positive compared to negative leader feedback demonstrated
higher levels of group integration and perceived task moti-
vation. In addition, from the standpoint of the leader,
positive compared to negative leader feedback led to higher
levels of endorsement. However, the effects of feedback are
not very powerful. Compared to failing groups which
received no leader feedback, the differences were, at best,
only marginally significant. There was some indication that
negative leader feedback tends to suppress group integration
but has little effect on task motivation. Positive feed-
back, on the other hand, seems to increase task motivation
but has little effect on integration. An a result no feed-
back may be an equally effective strategy when the group
members do not expect feedback from the leader of the group,
as was the case in this experiment. Perhaps if the no
leader feedback condition reflected one where the leader
refused to provide feedback, stronger differences may have
been obtained between the feedback ccvnditions and the no
feedback condition. For example, leaders who refuse to give
feedback may be perceived In a manner similar to leaders who
provide negative feedback following collective failure.

-9-



Under such conditions the lack of feedback may be perceived
a serious omission of a critical leadership function.

In addition, one might expect stronger effects of
leader feedback when the leader remains an integral part of
the group during the entire discussion period, rather than
pglaying the advisory type role found in the second problem.
Under more realistic circumstances a leader who Is
responsible for support, goal emphasis, and work
facilitation may serve as either a more powerful inhibitor
or facilitator of group interaction depending upon his
feedback to the group following failure. Under these
conditions, it might be expected that the effects observed
in this experiment would be magnified greatly.

Neither measure of compliance varied as a function of
leader feedback. This would seem to indicate that type of
leader feedback did not influence the group members'
perceptions of the quality of their leader's suggestions.
It appears that the leader's suggestions were successful in
influencing group members' responses across all experimental
conditions, even though endorsement varied as a function of
the type of feedback. This is supported by the finding that
the average level of agreement with the leader's suggestions
increased across all conditions following the leader's
presentation of his rankings. Before the leader communi-
cated his rankings the mean agreement was i - 11.0. After
the leader communicated his rankings to the group membersI the average level of agreement was i- 14.1. Perhaps this
was due to our confederate's presentation of his suggestions
in such a smooth and confident manner, that they appeared
worthy of merit despite group members' personal feelings
toward the leader.

Varying the target of feedback did not produce
differences on any of our dependent variables. It is pos-
sible the anonymity of the individual evaluations in this
experiment served to diminish their effects relative to
situations in which individual group members are publicly
praised or criticized. In this regard, future research
might usefully investigate the effects of public versus
private praise and criticism on leader endorsement, group
integration and task motivation.

The results of this experiment suggest that there are
leader interventions which do have an impact on group func-
*tioning following failure. Comparison of the failure condi-
tions with the no performance evaluation control condition
in this experiment revealed that even in the context of a
laboratory experiment, with short-lived, ad hoc, stranger

-10-



groups, failure had Its veil known detrimental effects on
group integration and leader endorsement. Just as one might
expect these effects to be far greater in "real" functioning
work groups, one might also expect that the effects of
leader feedback following failure would be magnified in much
groups. This research is important because It goes beyond
the effects of group failure to consider a question that has
previously been Ignored by management scholars, namely how
leader behaviors either ameliorate or intensify the
disintegrative effects of collective failure. This study,
like most research, raises as many questions as it
answers. What are the effects of the leader refusing to
give feedback? Do the effects of public praise and
criticism differ from those of praise and criticism given in
private? Is compliance with a leader's task suggestions
related to his level of endorsement? When does praise
following failure serve to lower future efforts or levels of
aspiration among group members? These questions and others
should clearly receive attention from investigators in the
future.
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EXPERIMENT 2

Ego-Enhancement/Defensiveness of Leader Attributions

following Group Success and Failure and the Effect

of these Attributions on Group Integration

and Leader Endorsement

ABSTRACT

A double-substitution experiment was performed upon three-
person laboratory groups. Subjects received success or
failure feedback at random following a group coding task.
Group leaders were asked to attribute the group's perfor-
mance to either ability, effort, luck, or the task under
either public or private conditions. Group members then
received either no attribution, or ostensibly a leader
attribution, to one of the above causal factors. After
completing a second task, measures of group integration and
leader endorsement were taken. The results revealed a
strong tendency for leaders to use ego-enhancing/defensive
attributions in evaluating their group's performance. This

tendency was amplified in public as compared to private
conditions. Measures of group integration and leader
endorsement, however, were not significantly affected by
leader attributions.

Introduction

Previous research has indicated that individuals are
prone to attributing their successes to internal factors,
such as ability or effort, while attributing their failures
to external factors, such as b&d luck or a difficult task
(Pitch, 1970; Friete and Weiner, 1971; Wortuan et al., 1973;
Luginbuhl at al., Jq75). The theoretical framework for most
of this research is based on the work of Heider (1944) who
postulated that individual attributions and perceptions were
subject to self-enhancing ae well as self-protective biases.

Recent experiments by Schlenker (1975), Schlenker
et al. (1976). Yorsyth and Schlenker (1977), and Schlenker
and Miller (in press) have extended the study of attribu-

tions for success and failure to group situations. The I!
-....



results of these experiments suggest that individual group
members display self-enhancing/protective biases in their
attributions following group success and failure which are
quite analogous to those found in earlier investigations of
reactions to individual success and failure. In commenting
on the results of their research, Schlenker and Miller (in
press) argue that "egocentrism" in groups bears similarity
to other psychological phenomena identified in the social-
psychological literature, such as "group mind" (LeBon,
1960), "groupthink" (Janis, 1972), and "diffusion of respon-
sibility" (Wallach et al., 1962; Latane and Darley, 1970).
It is interesting to note that while all of these phenomena
have been linked with dysfunctional consequences for groups,
it is possible that self-serving biases in perception may
have functional consequences for groups as well. In this
regard, the literature on group success and failure has
indicated quite consistently that task groups which fail
suffer losses in interpersonal attraction and member motiva-
tion (Deutsch, 1959; Meyers, 1965; Dustin, 1966; Zander,
1971) relative to those which succeed. Furthermore, studies
have indicated that leaders of groups which fail suffer
significant losses in endorsement from group members (Julian
et al., 1969; Michener and Lawler, 1975) regardless of
leadership style (Price, 1977). Given that success tends to
be associated with group integration and failure with group
disintegration, it may be possible that self-enhancing
attributions following group success and self-defensive
attributions following group failure can serve the useful
function of increasing group integration and leader
endorsement.

An additional question which has not been explored by
researchers thus far is whether or not group leaders will
display the same kinds of ego-enhancement/defensiveness in
their attributions that have been found among individuals
working alone and by group members following success and
faflure. Experiments by Schlenker et al. (1976) have all
been concerned with essentially leaderless groups and, thus,
ignore the very common situation in which leaders provide
group members with feedback following task peformance. The
feedback can often be rich in causal imagery, suggesting
why, in the leader's opinion, the group was successful or
unsuccessful at its task. In providing this feedback,
leaders may experience conflict between their desire to
provide veridical information about the possible causes of
success and failure and their desire to promote high group
morale. Furthermore, leaders may engage in ego-enhancement/
defensiveness in hopes of increasing or at least maintaining
endorsement from group members following task success or
failure.
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An experiment was performed to test two separate sets
of hypotheses regarding attributions following group success
and failure. The first set of hypotheses are related to
leader attributions following group success and failure.

Hypothesis I predicts that leaders will display ego-
enhancement in their attributions for collective group
success and ego-defensiveness in their attributions for
collective group failure. Specifically, leaders of success-
ful groups will make stronger attributions to ability and
effort and make weaker attributions to the task and luck
compared to leaders of unsuccessful groups. Hypothesis 2
predicts that ego-enhancement in leader attributions for
success and ego-defensiveness in leader attributions for
failure will be magnified under public compared to private
conditions. Specifically, leaders of successful groups will
tend to make stronger attributions to ability and effort,
and weaker attributions to luck and the task under public
compared to private conditions. On the other band, leaders
of failing groups will tend to make weaker attributions to
ability and effort and stronger attributions to luck and the
task under public compared to private conditions. To sum up
our hypotheses in statistical terms, Hypothesis 1 predicts a
second order interaction between group success/failure and
attribution category, while Hypothesis 2 predicts a third
order interaction between success/failure, attribution
category and public/private attributions.

The second set of hypotheses are concerned with group
members' responses to various kinds of leader attributions
following success and failure. Hypothesis 3 predicts that
ego-enhancing/defensive leader attributions following group
success and failure will result in a higher level of group
integration than will nonego-enhancing/defensive attribu-
tions. Finally, Hypothesis 4 predicts that ego-enhancing/
defensive leader attributions following group success and
failure will lead to a higher level of leader endorsement
than nonego-enhancing/defensive attributions.

Overview of the Ueaearch

A laboratory experiment was performed which used a
double-substitution experimental design. This design
allowed for the simultaneous running of essentially two
experiments, one on group leaders and the other on group
members. Group member* were tested in a 2 (success/failure)
by 5 (type of leader attribution) fixed factorial experiment
in which the major dependent variables were group integra-
tion and leader endorsement. Group leaders were tested in a

) 2 (success/failure) by 2 (public/private attribution) by 4



(attribution category) mixed factorial experiment in which
the principle dependent variable was strength of causal
attribution.

Method

Sub lects

Subjects in this experiment were 156 male under-
graduates recruited from the subject pool of a large
behavioral sciences in business class at a state university.
Two subjects serving as group members had to be eliminated
from the final data due to their inability to follow experi-
mental instructions. In order to equalize cell sizes in the
group member experimental conditions, data for an additional
two subjects vas discarded at random. The final sample
thus consisted of 152 subjects with 10 subjects in eachi of
the conditions of the group member experiment and thirteen
subjects in each of the conditions of the group leader
experiment.

Procedure

Subjects arrived at the laboratory in groups of three.
All groups received the same general instructions from the
experimenter. These instructions described the experiment

as concerned with the task performance of nominal groups.
Subjects were told that they would work as a team on two
separate coding tasks. They were told that in their group a
leader would be randomly chosen whose major role, in addi-
tion to performing the group task, would be to analyze and
evaluate the group's performance. Subjects were told that
their team's performance would be an average of their indi-
vidual performances on each task. The instructions also
indicated that the experimenter would be giving out bonus
money for superior team performance to encourage team
members to do their best. The bonus amounted to one dollar
per team member on task one and two dollars per team member
on task two if the team scored better than 50 percent of the
teams who had already completed the task. Immediately after
the general instructions, a team leader was chosen by a
random draw of cards. The team members were then ushered
Into separate rooms and given their first coding task. The
task involved translating a number of English paragraphs
Into code by substituting letters from a key at the top of
.the page. Subjects were given five minutes for the first
coding task. They were told that their team's performance
would be based upon the combined number of correct letters
coded by all three team members during the 5 minute task



period. Subjects were signaled to begin and to stop coding
over an intercom operated by the experimenter. Following
the signal to stop, the experimenter collected the coding
forms and handed the subjects a personal data questionnaire
(intervening task) to complete while he ostensibly scored
their team's performance. After about 10 minutes, the
experimenter returned to each subject with a bogus team
feedback sheet. Half the subjects, both team members and
leaders, were randomly assigned to receive failure feedback;
the other half received success feedback. In providing this
feedback, the leader made the following comments:

"I've calculated your team's performance and
translated it into a percentile score using the norms

we have from previous groups completing the task.

As you can see, your team obtained a raw score of/
(actual score). Based upon the percentile ranges from
our norm sample, this gives the team a percentile score
of 86 (or 34), which means that your team did (only
did) better than 86 (34) percent of the groups in ourI
norm sample. Since the team is above (below) the 60
percentile, I am happy (sorry) to tell you that you do

(do not) qualify for the $1.00 bonus on the first I
In the success condition, subjects were handed $1.00 and
told: "This is yours to keep." At this point in the exper-

iment, procedures for leaders and team members diverged.

Leader Manipulations

Leaders were asked to evaluate their team's performance

by considering a number of possible factors which may have/
influenced that performance. They were handed a leader
performance evaluation sheet which contained four different
causal factors labeled as follows: "ability or lack of
ability," "effort or lack of effort," "~good or bad luck,"
and "easy or difficult task." These factors were taken from
the work of Frieze and Weiner (1971) and have been commonlyI

* used in research dealing with success/failure attributions.
Leaders were instructed to rate each factor on a scale from
one to nine in terms of the degree to which they felt it was

* important in influencing performance. In order to eliminate

sequencing effects, so that attribution categories could beI
treated as a within-subjects-factor for leaders, each leader
received one of the 24 possible random orderings of these
factors on his evaluation form. Half the leaders were also
assigned, at random, to a public attribution condition in
which they were told that their evaluations would be



distributed to the other two team members as soon as they
were finished. The remaining leaders were told that their
evaluations would not be shown to the other team members
since they were for the experimenter's own use. Attribu-
tions to the four causal factors constituted the sole depen-
dent measure taken on leaders. The experimenter returned to
the leaders' cubicle after he had finished making his attri-
butions and proceeded to partially debrief the leader while
enlisting his aid with the remainder of the experiment. The
leader was asked to copy two of eight different experimen-
tally prepared team evaluations on bogus leader evaluation
sheets. These eight evaluations corresponded to attribu-
tions of task performance to either ability, effort, good
luck or an easy task in the success condition or to lack of
ability, lack of effort, bad luck or a difficult task in the
failure condition. The particular attributions copied by
the leader depended upon the experimental condition that
each group member had been randomly and independently
assigned to. The eight different attributions were as
follows:

Success-Ability: I think that ability played a major
role. Team members seemed to have enough

skill to do well on this task."

SuccessB-Effort: "I think that effort played a major
role. Team members worked hard enough to
do well at this task."

Success-Luck: "I think that luck played a major role.
Our team was just more lucky than other
groups working at this task."

Success-Task: "I think the task itself played a major
role. Coding is really an easy task for
our team."

Failure-Ability: "I think that lack of effort played a
major role. Team members did not seem to
have enough skill to do well on this
task."

Failure-Effort: "I think that lack of effort played a
major role. Our team members did not work
hard enough to do well at this task."

failure-Luck: "I think that luck played a major role.
Our team was just less lucky than other
groups working at this task."



Failure-Task: "I think that the task itself played a
major role. Coding is really a difficult
task for our team."

One of the above leader attribution responses was then
distributed to each group member following their completion
of a job reaction questionnaire.

Group Member Manipulations

Immediately after receiving feedback on their team'sa
performance, group members were asked to fill out a "Group
Reactions Questionnaire." This questionnaire contained a
series of seven interval hi-polar scales. Four items were
used to measure group integration: satisfaction with group
membership, enjoyment of working with group members on dif-
ferent tasks, enjoyment of meeting group members socially,
and feeling like a member of an effective group. Four items
were used to measure leader endorsement: satisfaction with
leader's performance, willingness to have leader continue,
legitimacy of leader, and support for leader. These items
were adopted from Michener and Lawler (1975). In addition,
an item was included to check on the success/failure manipu-
lation: "How successful was your team on the first coding
task?"

After collecting the above questionnaire, the
experimenter explained to all group members that the group
leader would be by shortly to distribute his evaluations of
the team's performance. The team leader then entered each
group member's cubicle and presented him with the attribu-
tion he had been randomly assigned to receive, saying: "Here
is my evaluation of the team's performance on the first
coding task." Leaders were instructed to leave immediately
and say nothing else.

Group members were then given the socond coding task.
This task was identical to the first task except that the
English paragraph and the code were changed; subjects were
given 10 mintes to work and subjects were promised a $2.00
bonus for team performance above the 60 percentile.

Following the second coding session, subjects filled
out a second "(~roup Reactions Qeustionnaire." This
questionnaire remessured group integration and leader
endorsement as well as checked on the leader attribution
manipulation. Subjects were then brought together and
aebriefed. All subjects left the experiment with $3.00
regardless of the experimental condition they were in.
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Results

Manipulation Checks

Subjects' responses to the question, "Hoy successful
was your team on the first coding task?" were analyzed with
a 2 x 5 analysis of variance. This analysis revealed only a
highly significant main effect of success/failure, F(1, 90)

-148.84,L < .001, with subjects in the success co~ndition
C- 5.10) reporting greater success than those in the

failure condition (I - 2.66).

Subjects were asked to indicate the leader attribution
they received by checking one of the four attribution cate-
gories used in this study. Among the 80 subjects actually
receiving leader attributions, 79 chose the attribution they
h~d actually received. This result is highly significant,
x (9) - 232.38,.L < .001.

Leader Attributions

Mean leader attributions to ability, effort, luck and
the task under public and private success and failure condi-
tions are presented In Table I on the following page. These
attributions were analyzed using a 2 x 2 x 4 mixed model
analysis of variance. The results of this analysis are
presented in Table 2 on the following page.

A significant main effect of success/failure with
stronger attributions following success (-x 5.89) than
failure (-x - 4.87) indicates that leaders vere more certain
in their attributions for success than failure.

A significant main effect was also found for
attribution category with significantly weaker attributions
to luck than any of the other three cat-egories (L < .01,
Tukey teat).

The significant interaction effect between success/
failure and attribution category provides strong support for
Hypothesis 1, concerning the ego-enhancement/defensive
strategies of leader of successful and unsuccessful groups.
Table 3 (page 22) presents the means for this interaction.
As can be seen from this table, leaders of successful
compared to unsuccessful groups make stronger attributions
to ability (p < .05) and effort (L < .01), while tending to
make weaker attributions to luck (Tukey test). Only the
task attributions deviate in a different direction from that
predicted, but not significantly. Another way to describe
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Table 1

Mean Leader Attributions in Experimental Conditons

Ability Effort Luck Task

Success Private 6.31 7.77 2.38 7.23

Public 7.00 8.31 3.38 4.77

Private 6.15 5.77 2.77 5.46
Failure

Public 4.23 4.92 3.69 5.92

Table 2

Analysis of Variance Summary Table:

Leader Attributions

Source SS DF MS F F

Between subjects 355.75 51
A (success/failure) 55.05 1 55.05 8.88 .005
B (private/public) 2.13 1 2.13 1

AB 1.07 1 1.07 1
SlAB 297.50 48 6.20

Within subjects 1313.25 156
C (attribution) 396.63 3 132.21 24.93 .001

AC 69.74 3 23.25 4.38 .01
BC 28.12 3 9.37 1.78
ABC 55.17 3 18.39 3.47 .025
SC/AB 736.59 144 5.30

Total 1669 207
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Table 3

Mean Leader Attributions to Four Faztors under

Success and Failure

Ability Effort Luck Task

Success 6.65 8.04 2.88 6.00

Failure 5.19 5.35 3.23 5.69

Table 4

Mean Integration Scores for Group Members

Leader Attribution
No Attribution Ability Effort Luck Task

Failure 24.10 23.20 20.60 23.80 22.90

Success 26.20 25.60 27.50 25.90 25.20

-22-



this interaction is that under success, leader attributions
to effort are stronger than attributions to any other cate-
gory, these differences are significant, at minimum at the
.05 level (Tukey test); whereas, under failure, leader

attributions to the task are strongest but not significantly
different from effort or ability attributions.

Finally, the triple interaction between success/
failure, public/private and attribution category, provides
support for Hypothesis 2, suggesting that ego-enhancing/
defensive strategies of leaders are magnified under public
compared to private conditions. Inspection of Table 3 indi-
cates that leaders of successful groups tended to increase
the strength of their attributions to ability and effort,
and decrease the strength of their attributions to the task
under public compared to private conditions; whereas,
leaders of failing groups tended to decrease the strength of
their attributions to effort and ability and increase the
strength of their attributions to the task and luck under
public compared to private conditions. Thus, seven of the
eight possible comparisons are consistent with the hypothe-
sis that ego-enhancement following success and ego-
defensiveness following failure are augmented in public
compared to private conditions.

Group Member Reactions

Hypothesis 3 predicted the ego-enhancing/defensive
leader attributions following group success and failure
would lead to increased levels of group integration
(Luginbuhl et al., 1975).

Table 4 presents mean integration scores in each of the
10 group member conditions as measured by combining

responses to the four integration questions on the second
"Group Reactions Questionnaire." These scores were analyzed
with a 2 x 5 fixed factorial analysis of variance. This
analysis revealed an expected main effect of success/failure
on group integration, F(1, 90) - 27.66,.L < .001, with sub-
jects in the success condition reporting higher levels of
group integration than those in the failure condition. A
marginally significant success/failure x attribution inter-
action, F(4, 90) - 2.28, L < .07, offers only minimal
support for the hypothesis that ego-enhancing/defensive
leader attributions would lead to higher levels of group
integration. Attributions to effort resulted in the lowest
level of group integration under failure but the highest
level of integration under success. This seems to support
Hypothesis 3. It is important to note, however, that a
similar pattern was not found for attributions to ability.

-23-
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Furthermore, among failure subjects integration was highest
with no leader attribution while among success subjects
those receiving no leader attributions were second from the
top on group integration.

Hypothesis 4 predicted that ego-enhancing/defensive
leader attributions following group success and failure
would lead to higher levels of leader endorsement by group
members. Analysis of leader endorsement scale scores from
the second "Group Reactions Questionnaire" offered no
support for this hypothesis. No significant main effects or
interactions were found on this measure.

Discussion

The results of this experiment are largely supportive
of our hypothesis that group leaders will engage in ego-
enhancing/defensive attribution following group success and
failure. Thus, a phenomenon which has been found to occur
among individuals working alone and in groups can be
extended to group leaders as well.

In addition to the above, our findings indicate that
leader attributions following success and failure may not
only serve the interest of enhancing and/or maintaining the
leaders self-esteem, but also may be used by leaders In an
attempt to either enhance the esteem they receive from
others or to promote group integration. In this regard, it
was hypothesized and demonstrated that the tendency for
leaders to engage in ego-enhancing/defensive attribution is
magnified under public as compared to private conditions.
Since leaders were not questioned in regard to their motives
for public attribution, we do not know whether increased
group integration, endorsement or other factors such as
increasing group motivation provided the rationale for the
leader attributions. Furthermore, if the above strategies
were not salient to the leader, then one could expect even
stronger ego-enhancement/defensive attributions given a
specific set to increase endorsement, integration or motiva-
tion of the group members. These would certainly be
interesting questions to investigate In future research.

Our hypotheses regarding the impact of various leader
attributions, following group success and failure, on group
integration and leader endorsement received practically no
support. There was a tendency for effort attributions to
decrease Integration following failure and Increase Integra-
tion following success but this tendency was not paralleled
in any of the other attribution conditions. These results
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suggest quite clearly that whatever the leader's motives for
ego-enhancement/defensiveness in the attributions he gives
to members of his group following task performance, these
attributions had only minimal consequences on group
functioning in the situation under study. It would be
interesting to speculate about those conditions where leader
httributions would have a more powerful impact upon the
group. Perhaps defensive attributions would have had a
greater impact in this study if they were made by an expert
leader. In this study the group members had no information
about the leader's level of competence. Group members,
under these conditions, may be more willing to accept the
leader's explanation of the group's success or failure. In

addition, one might suggest that the leader's attributions
may have been more salient to the group members if the group
members were aware of their owu performance and not Just the
overall performance of the group. That is, leader attribu-
tions may appear to be irrelevant given no information about
one's contributions to the group's efforts.
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EXPERIMENT 3

Group Member Endorsement and Compliance towards the

Leader As A Function of Leader Competence

and Group Member Competence

ABSTRACT

In laboratory groups the competence of the leader and the
competence of the group members were independently manipu-
lated. Results indicated that leader competence was
strongly related to leader endorsement, but that compliance
with the problem solving suggestions of the leader was
related to group member competence for males but not for
females.

Introduction

Romans (1961) and Hollander (1964) have hypothesized a
positive relationship between the level of endorsement a
leader enjoys within a group and his ability to influence
the members of that group. Here, it is suggested that the
influence attempts of a highly endorsed leader should be
perceived as more legitimate in contrast to the influence
attempts of a leader low in endorsement.

Studies which have examined endorsement as a dependent
variable (Hamblin, Miller and Wiggins, 1961; Julian,
Hollander and Regula, 1969; Michener and Burt, 1975) have
indicated that the task ability or competence of the leader
is a critical determinant of his continued endorsement.
However, there appears to be less agreement concerning the
consequences of endorsement on group member compliance with
the suggestions or demands of the leader. Both Hollander
and Julian (1970) and Michener and Burt (1975) reported
different findings concerning the endorsement-compliance
hypothesis. There were many differences between these
studies in terms of the methods used. However, it is our
contention that specific methodological considerations in
'both studies precluded an adequate test of the endorsement-
compliance hypothesis.
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in the Hollander and Julian study it appeared that the
competence of the group member was unintentionally con-
founded with the manipulation of leader competence. Thus,
while this study has been used to support the endorsement-
compliance hypothesis, it may simply indicate that group
member compliance is a function of the subject's own per-
ceived competence and not leader endorsement. In the
Michener and Burt (1975) study the task competence of the
leader appeared to have had little relevance for the group
members, as the rewards for noncompliance may have been
greater than the rewards for compliance. Thus, to ade-
quately test the endorsement-compliance hypothesis, one
would need to independently manipulate both leader compe-
tence and group member competence in a situation where the
task competence of the leader has considerable relevance for
the group members. Under these conditions one might be able
to more clearly specify the relationship between leader
competence, group member competence, and the dependent vari-
ables of leader endorsement and group member compliance.

The purpose of this study was to reexamine the factors
related to leader endorsement and to determine If the same
factors are related to group member compliance with the
problem solving suggestions of a leader. It was hypothe-
sized that high compared to low competent leaders would
enjoy higher levels of group member endorsement as leader.
It was also predicted that group member compliance with the
problem solving suggestions of the leader would be a func-
tion of the interaction of leader competence x group member
competence. When the group member yarn low in competence one
would expect greater compliance with the problem solving
suggetions of a leader high compared to low in competence.
When the group member was high in competence there should be
no differences in compliance rates as a function of the
level of leader competence.

EXPERIMENT WITH MALE GROUPS

Method

Sublects

Subject. volunteered from introductory sections of
behavioral science courses and received course credit for
research participation. A total of 70 males participated in
this study.
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Experimental Design

Three itdependent variables were manipulated. These
included leader competence (high versus low), group member
competence (high versus low) and the type of leader
suggestion (quality versus quantity). This resulted in a
2 x 2 x 2 factorial design. There were eight observations
.per cell. Six observations were eliminated because the
subjects did not understand the instructions or guessed the
manipulations.

Overview of Procedures

Subjects were seated in the experimental laboratory in
groups of four or five depending on the number of subjects
who signed up for that specific time period. Copies of the
general instructions were distributed indicating that the

experiment dealt vith nominal group performance, where indi-
viduals york separately on a priblem, but the efforts of all/
group members are combined to compute a group performance

Subjects were instructed that they would be working as
a team of cryptologists whose task was to translate into

code an important message. To acquaint the group members I
with the type of skills involved and provide practice for
the actual message coding task, the group members were
instructed to first work on a practice coding task. After
they completed the practice task they would receive feedback
about how vtll they did. Following the practice problem and
feedback they would work on the actual message coding task
as members of a nominal group.

The importance of the nominal group leadership role was

then outlined. Subjects -ere told the leader would play an
important advisory role on the message coding task. The
leader of the group would work on the message coding task
prior to the group members and use his experience with the
problem to make suggestions to the group members to help

improve their performance on the task.

Following these instructions a leader was randomlyI
selected for each group. After leader selection, the group
members were seated in separate rooms aul the practice task
was distributed. Instructions for the practice task
requested that group members code a series of numbers into
their equivalent symbols using a special coding form. Frach
'group member worked on the practice coding task, indivi.lu-
ally, for 5 minutes. In addition, at this time, each group
member was told he was member "B" In the group.
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Manipulation of Leader and Group Member Competence

Leader and group member competence were independently
manipulated by providing bogus individual performance feed-
back on the practice task. Leaders and subjects who
received high competence feedback were told that they scored
better than 108 of the 122 people who had previously
completed this task. Their score placed them in the
percentile range of 81-100. Leaders and subjects who
received low competence feedback scored better than 38 of
the 122 people who had previously completed this task.
Their corresponding percentile range score wAs 41-60.

Subjects were told that their scores were based on the
number of correctly coded letters. Each subject received,
privately, a feedback form outlining his score and the

cores of the other members of his group. Thus, each sub-
ject knew how well he performed, how well his leader
performed avd how well the other members of his group
performed on the practice task. In four-person groups there
were always two high performing group members and two low
performing group members. In a five-person group an addi-
tional score indicated that the fifth member of the group
scored better than 86 of the 122 people who had completed
this task with the percentile range score of 61-80. These
procedures kept group performance constant across all con-
ditions, and were unlikely to produce different group
performance expectations on the message coding task.

First Quest ionnaire Administration

Immediately after performance feedback on the practice
problem, a questionnaire measuring leader endorsement,
leader competence and subject competence was administered.
Questions measuring endorsement were adopted from Michener

a nd Lawler (1975). The endorsement scale items included:
How satisfied are you with the performance of the group
leader on the first coding task?; How legitimate is it for
the leader of your group to occupy his position as leader?;
How willing are you to have the person who served as leader
head the group on the second coding task?; To what extent do
you support or oppose the leader of your group? Other ques-
tions measured the success of the experimental manipulation
of leader competence and subject competence. Questions
Included: How competent were you on the first coding task?,
and How competent was your leader on the first coding task?
.Each of the questions was answered along a seven point
scale.
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After completion of the questionnaire rubjects were
told the instructions for the message coding task would be
distributed in about 10 minutes after the subjects completed
a personal data questionnaire. (Subjects had started this
questionnaire earlier while the experimenter was scoring
their answers to the practice task.) In addition, while
they were completing the personal data questionnaire the
'leader of their group would be working on the message coding
task. After comple-ing this task the leader would be
allowed to make suggestions to the group members to help
maximize their performance. (The personal data question-

K naire was an intervening task which was not scored. It was
introduced to provide the experimenter with time to score
the practice problem and provide the leader with time to
work on and make suggestions to maximize performance on the
message coding task.)

The Message Codingt Task

After 10 minutes the experimenter and the leader
returned to each subject. The experimenter collected the
intervening task (personal data questionnaire) and distrib-
uted the subjects' instructions for the message coding task.
The leader distributed his instructions for the message
coding task saying, "Here is a copy of my Instructions for
the message coding task and my suggestions to help you
maximize your performance." The experimenter said, "Please
read both sets of instructions carefully, and I'll return in
5 minutes to give you a copy of the message coding task and
the special code to be used in coding the message."

The instructions the subjects received indicated they
would have 5 minutes to work on the message coding task. To
encourage each of the group members to work hard on the
problem each member of the group could earn a $3.00 bonus if
the group's performance was better than 70 percent of the
groups which have completed this task previously. In addi-
tion, group members were told a number of other student
groups had previously completed this task so there were some
very clear norms to compare their performance with. The
better each group member's performance, the better would be
the average group performance score. Thus, each group
member including the leader contributed equally to the per-
formance of the group. Only the group's average performance

s core would be used in determining qualification for the
bonus. No individual feedback would be given.

The leader's instructions, which the group members also
received, included a section indicating that he could help
facilitate the performance of the group if he could think of
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some ways in which the group could maximize their
performance. At the bottom of the leader's instructions was
a space vhere he responded to the question, "I think the
group members can maximize their performance by:" Osten-
sibly, the leader completed this section after working for 5
minutes on the message coding task.

Finally, the instructions indicated that the
performance of each group member would be evaluated scoring
one point for each correctly coded letter and subtracting
one point for each incorrectly coded letter.

The Compliance Situation

Compliance was manipulated by varying the suggestions
that the leader made to improve performance on the message
coding task. Half of the group members received a quality
suggestion which stated, "Let's code slowly and try not to
make any errors. We lose one point for each incorrect
letter. If we make too many errors we will not get enough
points to do well, let's code less but get it right." The
remaining group members received a quantity suggestion which
stated, "Let's code as fast as we can and not worry about
errors. We get one point for each correct letter. If we
worry about not making any errors we will not code enough

l etters or get enough points to do well. Let's code as much
a we can and not worry about mistakes."

The cooperation of the leader was obtained to assist in
the quality/quantity manipulation. After the leaders com-
pleted the message coding task the purpose of the experi-
menter was explained to the leaders . They were asked to
collaborate with the experimenter in conducting the experi-
mental manipulations by writing the above standardized
quality or quantity suggestion on their instruction form and
then indicating to the group members that this was their
suggestion for improving the group's performance on the
message coding task. None of the leaders refused. All of
the leaders copied the messages as indicated and the type of
message a subject received was randomly assigned.

After working for 5 minutes, the message coding task
was collected and a second questionnaire was distributed to
the subjects while the experimenter, ostensibly, evaluated
their performance. After 5 minutes, the experimenter

returned to collect the questionnaires and debriefed the

subjects.
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Second Questionnaire Administration and
Measurement of Compliance

The second questionnaire contained a question designed
to check the effectiveness of the quantity versus quality
manipulation and evaluate the subjects' perception of the
leader's suggestion. To check the quantity/quality manipu-
lation, subjects responded to an open-ended question asking
them to briefly describe the leader's suggestion for
maximizing performance on the message coding task. In addi-
tion, subjects responded to the following question along a
seven point scale: How would you evaluate the suggestion
that the leader of your group made to help maximize your
group's performance on the message coding task? An indepen-
dent rater, unaware of the experimental manipulation, coded
responses to the open-ended question into a quantity,
quality or ambiguous category.

The dependent measure of compliance vas the number of
correctly coded letters on the message coding task.
Analysis of variance procedures were used, with the number
of letters correctly coded on the practice task employed as
a covariate.

Results

Success of Experimental Manipulations

Two questions dealt with the success of the
experimental manipulations of leader competence and group
member competence. As expected, a significant main effect
was found for the manipulation of group member competence,
7L(1, 56) -5.21,.L < .03, with group members in the high
competence condition reporting higher perceived self-
competence (I - 5.13) compared to group members In the low
competence condition (R 4.36). In addition, a significant
leader competence x group member competence interaction was
found, F(1, 56) - 6.11,L -C .02. The nature of this inter-
action 7sgested that when the leader vas high In compe-
tence, varying the level of group member competence produced

* different perceptions of perceived self-competence -,eh that
high MI - 5.62) compared to low (i - 4.19) competent group
members reported higher perceived self-competence,L < .05.

* When the leader was low in competence, varying the levels of
group members competence did not produce significant
differences in perceived self-competence.

To check on the effectiveness of the manipulation of
leader competence, group members rated the perceived
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competence of the leader. As expected, a significant main
effect was found for the manipulation of the leader compe-
tence variable, F(], 56) - 29.39, t < .001, such that group
members in the high leader competence condition reported
higher leader competence ( - 5.75) compared to group mem-
bers in the low leader competence condition (-I - 4.09).
Perceptions of leader competence were also influenced by the
manipulation of subject competence, F(;, 56) - 14.32,
,L < .001, such that subjects who were low in competence
perceived their leader higher in competence (I - 5.49) than
group members who were high in competence (I - 4.35).
Finally, a difference in perceived leader competence was
found for the quality/quantity variable, F(l, 56) - 4.61,
E < .04. Results indicated higher perceived leader compe-
tence when the leader made a quantity suggestion (I f 5.25)
compared to a quality suggestion ( - 4.50). This effect
was unexpected since the manipulation of the leader's sug-
gestion followed the ratings of perceived leader competence.

One other question checked the ability of the group
members to recall te suggestion that the leader made to
improve the group's performance on the message coding task.
A significant main effect was found for the quality/quantity
variable, P(l, 56) - 26.84, S < .001, such that subjects
were able to accurately recall the type of suggestion their
leader made to maximize their performance on the message

coding task.

Thus, the manipulations of leader competence, and
subject competence were considered successful. In addition,
subjects were able to recall the type of suggestions their
leader made within the appropriate conditions.

Endorsement

Hypothesis 1 predicted a main effect of leader
competence on endorsement. Support was found for this
hypothesis as group members indicated higher endorsement for
high competent leaders (I - 22.23) compared to low competent
leaders (M - 15.23), P(i, 56) - 51.21, L < .001. There was
also a significant second order interaction of leader compe-
tence x subject competence on endorsement, F(1, 56) - 4.11,
X < .05. This interaction is presented in Figure 1 on the
following page. The nature of this interaction indicates
that the decrease in endorsement for low competent compared
to high competent leaders was greater when the group member
was high compared to low in competence. This suggests that
high competent group members were less positive in their
endorsement of low competent leaders (i - 13.88) compared to
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the level of endorsement accorded loy competent leaders by
low competent group members (-x 17.25), j(.10.

Compliance with the Leader's Suggestions

Hypothesis 2 predicted an interaction such that low
competent group members would more likely comply with the
suggestion of a leader who was high compared to low in
competence. When the group member was high in competence no
difference in compliance was expected as a function of the
leader's level of competence. No support was found for this
prediction. However, there was a significant second order
interaction of group member competence x quality/quantity on
compliance, F(1, 56) - 4.06, p .05. This interaction is
presented in Figure 2 on the following page. The nature of
this interaction suggests that high and low competent group
members did not differentially comply to the quality
suggestion of the leader by correspondingly adjusting their
performance on the message coding task. However, there was
a tendency for high and low competent group members to
differentially respond to the quantity suggestion of the
leader. Multiple t-tests indicated a marginally significant
difference such that high compared to low competent subjects
coded fever letters under a quantity suggestion from the

EXPERIMENT WITH FEMALE GROUPS

Method

Sub lects

Females volunteered from introductory sections of
management and behavioral sciences and received course
credit for research participation. A total of 64 females
participated In this study.

Experimental flesign and Procedures

The same experimental design and procedures employed in
the study with males was used for this study with females.
The female study was started immediately after the last male
subject was run. For these reasons the data was analyzed
separately rather than combining male and female subjects
into a single analysis.
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Results

Success of Experimental Manipulations

A significant main effect was found for the
manipulation of group member competence, F(1, 56) - 26.80,

. < .000 with group members in the high competence condition
reporting greater perceived self-confidence (Y - 5.53)
compared to group members in the low competence condition
Mi - 4.12). Similarly, there was a significant main effect
of the leader competence manipulation on perceived leader
competence, F(1, 56) - 114, y < .000, such that high compe-
tence leaders Mi = 6.25) were perceived as more competent
compared to low competent leaders Mi - 4.09). In addition,
perceptions of leader competence were influenced by the
manipulation of group member competence, F(1, 56) - 6.95,
L < .01, such that low competent group members (T - 5.43)
perceived their leader as more competent than high competent

group members (T - 4.90).

Finally, with respect to the ability to recall the
leader's suggestion to facilitate the group's performance, a
significant main effect was found for the quantity/quality
variable, F(1, 56) - 19.59, L < .000, such that subjects
were able to recall the type of suggestion their leader
made.

Endorsement

Hypothesis 1 predicted a main effect of leader
competence on leader endorsement. As expected, leader
endorsement was affected by the leader competence manipu-
lation, F(1, 56) - 36.43, . < .000. High competent leaders
members were more highly endorsed (T - 23.28) than low
competent leaders (3 - 17.46). In addition, leader endorse-
ment was influenced by the manipulation of group member
competence, F(1, 56) - 6.73, L < .02, such that low compe-
tent group members more highly endorsed their leader
(T - 21.62) compared to high competent group members
(I - 19.12).

Compliance with the Leader's Suifestion

Hypothesis 2 predicted an interaction of leader
competence x group members competence on compliance. No
support was found for this prediction. The only significant
effect on compliance was the manipulation of the quantity/
quality variable, F(1, 56) - 9.52, < .003. Under a
quantity suggestion from the leader group members coded more
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letters Mx 142.90) than under a quality suggestion from
the leader (T - 127.40).

Discussion

The results for both males and females support the
findings of Hollander and Julian (1970) and Nichener and
Lawler (1975) suggesting that the task competence of the
leader is a significant determinant of his level of endorse-
ment. In addition, this study indicates that the task
competence of the group member may also influence the level

of leader endorsement. For females, low competent group
members were more generous in their endorsement of their
leaders, irrespective of the leader's level of competence.
For males, low competent group members offered low competent
leaders higher endorsement than high competent members.
There were no differences when the leader was high In
competence.

With respect to leader influence, neither the male nor the
female data supported a direct link between the level of
endorsement a leader enjoys and the willingness of the group
members to comply with the leaders problem solving
suggestions. This is cortsistent with the findings of
?fichener and Burt (1975) and inconsistent with the position
of Hollander and Julian (1970). Furthermore, our own
hypothesis suggesting that compliance was a function of the
interaction of leader competence x group member competence
was not supported. However, the male data does tentatively

s uggest that the level of group member competence may be an
important variable in determining compliance. Results indi-
cated a trend, such that low compared to high competent
group members coded more letters under a quantity suggestion
by the leader. If the level of group member competence had
also produced differences in response to the leader'*s
quality suggestion, such that low competent compared to high
competent group members coded fewer letters, then stronger
support would have been obtained for the importance of the
subject competence variable.

For males, the failure to find differences based on the
quality suggestion may be related to understanding the
forces that led to differences on the quantity variable.
The differences on the quantity variable may have been due
to an attempt to comply with the leader's suggestion by the
low competent group members and a tendency towards reactance
by the high competent group members, since low competent
group members increased the number of letters coded under a
quantity compared to quality suggestion and high competent
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group members decreased the number of letters coded under a
quantity compared to a quality suggestion. The lack of
differences when the leader expressed a quality suggestion
may have been due to an unanticipated difficulty group mem-
bers may have had in adjusting the quality of their perfor-
mance. For low competent group members trying to improve
their performance by concentrating on quality and coding
fever letters may have been difficult given the situational
demands to code as many letters as possible in 5 minutes.
In addition, since the number of errors on this self-
monitoring task was very low, the performance variable of

quality may also have been insensitive to change. On the
other hand, yielding to a suggestion to increase quantity
may not have suffered the same restriction as one would be
able to work harder, if one desired, without a noticeable
loss of quality. In this regard, it should be noted that
the number of errors on the message coding task did not
differ as a function of the type of suggestions (quantity
versus quality) indicating that additional letters could

have been coded without a corresponding loss in quantity.

In addition, for the high competent subjects
demonstrating reactance may have been easier as a function
of a quantity compared to a quality suggestion. Working
s over in response to a demand for more output would be a
likely outcome but subjects might be more reluctant to work
faster in response to a quality suggestion since more effort
is involved. Thus, the nature of the quality suggestion may
have precluded the finding of strong compliance effects.

For female subjects the nature of compliance was
different from that found for males; females coded more
letters under a quantity compared to a quality suggestion by
the leader. While we have no baseline measurement to deter-
mine If females decreased production under a quality sugges-
tion or increased production under a quantity suggestion, it
might be suggested, if our reasoning concerning the restric-
tive nature of the quality variable is correct, that this
difference was due to an increase in productivity in the
quantity condition. That females did not respond to the
leader's suggestion as a function of their own level of
competence is interesting. This suggests that for females,
in this study, a general tendency to comply with the leader
may have masked any differential effects based on
compe tence.
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EXPERIM4ENT 4

Compliance with a Leader's Suggestion As A Function

of Leader/Group Member Competence and Reciprocity

ABSTRACT

In laboratory groups the competence of the leader and group
members were independently manipulated under reciprocal and
nonreciprocal problem solving conditions. Results suggested
that compliance with the leader was a function of the inter-
action of leader by group member competence* In addition,
an internal analysis suggested that reciprocity was posi-
tively related to compliance among group members with high
quality suggestions and negatively related to compliance
among group members with low quality suggestions.

Introduction

The idea that technical competence is directly related
to potential influence in task oriented groups is a recur-
rent theme in social-organizational psychology (Cartwright
and Zander, 1968; French and Raven, 1959; Katz and Kahn,
1978). Since leadership is commonly defined as the exercise
of influence, it is not surprising that various authors have
attempted to develop both theoretical and empirical links
between task competence and leadership. Theoretically, task
competence has been linked with legitimate authority
(Hollander, 1964; Weber, 1947), expert power (French and
Raven, 1959), and the power which derives from holding a
valuable resource in social exchange (Emerson, 1964; Romans,
1961; Thibaut and Kelley, 1959). Empirically, the link
between task competence and leadership is surprisingly
uncertain.

Field investigations of the relationship between task
competence and leadership are very rare. Three studies,
however, may be noted. Student (1968) measured the percep-
tions of supervisory influence in an appliance factory and
correlated these with the performance of work groups.
Referent power was found to correlate most strongly with
performance, followed closely by expert power. Reward,
coercive, and legitimate power were not significantly
correlated with performance. While these results are
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interesting, strong reservations exist in regard to the
direction of causality in this data. It is likely that work
group performance may have Influenced perceptions of super-
visory influence, vith successful work groups reporting
better feelings about and attributing more competence to
their supervisors than unsuccessful groups (Stay, 1975).
Patchen (1974) studied the characteristics of individuals
who were reported by colleagues to be influential in various
purchasing decisions at eleven business firms. Expertise
was the second most frequently mentioned characteristic of
influentials, while being affected by the decision was the
most frequently mentioned characteristic. Both authority
and responsibility were low on the list. Finally,
Tannenbaum (1974) asked workers and supervisors from indus-
trial plants in five different countries, Including the
United States, to respond to the following question: "When
you do what your immediate supervisor requests you to do on
the job, why do you do it?" In all five countries, task
competence was rated as mnre important than either reward,
coercive, or referent power. The only two factors rated as
more important than competence were duty and organizational
functioning which can both be viewed as part of legitimate
power. Although both the Patchen (1974) and Tannenbaum
(1974) studies suggest that competence may be an important
attribute for those who wish to lead, these studies do not
directly support a link between competence and compliance.
Individuals are often ignorant of the factors that influence
their behavior; while social desirability may lead to dis-
tortion, with individuals less willing to admit compliance
for reward, fear of punishment, or friendship.

Although laboratory experiments on task competence and
leadership are more numerous than field investigations, the
results of these experiments are highly equivocal. It has
been demonstrated that task competence is a significant
factor in the emergence of leaders from task-oriented groups
(Ginter and Lindskold, 1975; Jaffe and Lucas, 1969).
Although the above finding is of some interest, it does not
really address the question of whether task competence
relates to leadership when leadership is defined as the
exercise of influence over others.

Hollander (1960) and Hiollander and Julian (1970) both
used Asch type paradigms to examine the relationship between
task expertise and influence. Both studies reported
increased agreement with the competent group member's judg-
ments. In the former study, the competence of the critical
group member was manipulated by feedback that he gave the
correct answer and the remaining group members gave the
incorrect answer over a series of 15 trials. In the latter
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study, the competence of the group leader was held constant
and the competence of the group members was manipulated
above and below the leader. Problems in interpreting these
manipulations makes it difficult to determine whether leader
competence, the lack of group member competence, or both,
produced the effect. In the Hollander (1960) study it is
possible that increased influence may have been a result of
the greater competence of the influential group member, the
relative lack of competence of the conforming group members
or the interaction of both variables. Manipulation check

data from the Hollander and Julian (1970) study make it
clear that the group member's own self-confidence was manip-
ulated rather than the perceived competence of the group
leader suggesting a relationship between group member self-
confidence and conformity rather than a relationship, as the
authors indicate, between leader competence and group member
conformity.

The results of an experiment by Mulder and Wilke (1970)
presents similar problems. Task expertise was manipulated
by giving one member of a dyad more information concerning
the problem than the other member. Results indicated
greater influence, as expected, in the high expert condi-
tion, where individuals had considerably more information at
their disposal. While this study indicates that task exper-
tise may be a salient variable, it does not clarify whether
group members comply as a result of the expertise demon-
strated by others, their own lack of expertise, or only when
both factors are present.

An experiment by Mausner and Bloch (1957) is unique in
having manipulated the competence of each member of a dyad
Independently in an ambiguous judgment task. Their results
indicated that low compared to high competent subjects con-
verged more towards the judgments of their partner. In
addition, when a dyadic partner was high compared to low in
competence, there was greater convergence towards the high
competent partner's judgments. The problem vith this study
is that no cell means were reported making it difficult to
assess whether or not these main effects were due to a
significant interaction.

Finally, a more recent experiment by Michener and Burt
(1975) examined the relationship between leader endorsement
and group member compliance. Endorsement"Is an attitudinal
variable reflecting the perceived support of the leader.
Specifically, it was predicted that high competent leaders
wrould enjoy higher levels of endorsement compared to low
competent leaders and also obtain greater compliance with
their demands. Michener and Burt found no direct
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relationship between leader competence (manipulated through
the success/failure of the leader) and group member compli-
ance. In addition, no relationship was found between leader
competence and group member compliance when endorsement was
used as a moderating variable. It should be indicated,
however, that in this study the potential rewards for non-
compliance seemed clearly greater than those for compliance.

Based on this review, a number of suggestions can be
made concerning the steps necessary to clarify the relation-
ship between leader competence and influence. First, the
competence of the leader and the competence of the other
group members need to be independently manipulated to
clarify which Pspects of competence are causally related to
compliance. Second, the rewards for potential compliance
should at least be equivalent to the rewards for noncompli-
ance. Third, it would seem appropriate to examine influence
under less ambiguous stimulus conditions than those used in
earlier laboratory studies in order to examine how robust
the task expertise effect is. Finally, those laboratory
studies which found support for a relationship between

competence and influence all involved the potential for

group member gave an individual judgment and the leader or
group members decided on the group judgment. In the study
by Mulder and Wilke, there was a direct discussion concern-
ing possible solutions by both group members. In the study
by Mausner and Bloch each group member received the other
group member's judgment before rendering a decison on the
next trial. Thus, in each of the above studies there was
the opportunity for mutual influence between group members.
In contrast, Michener and Burt used a unidirectional and
nonreciprocal leader influence attempt. It is possible that
this lack of potential reciprocity created a degree of I
reactance in group members not present in earlier studies,
which may have obscured the relationship between perceived
leader competence and compliance.

The purpose of this study was to reexamine the
relationship between leader competence and leader influence
under conditions where the competence of the leader and
group members were independently manipulated. In addition,
there were two questions of related interest. First, is
some farm of reciprocity (mutual influence) necessary for
task expertise to have an impact on group member conformity
or compliance with a leader's suggestions? Second, as
Hollander and Julian (1970) suggest, is leader endorsement
related to group member compliance? Since Michener and Burt
(1975) found no support for this hypothesis and the manipu-
lations In the Hollander and Julian (1970) study were
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difficult to interpret, it seemed appropriate to examine
this question in a situation where the rewards for
compliance exceed the z..vards for noncompliance, and
competence of t ' leader and group members ere independently
manipulated.

Method

Subjects

Subjects volunteered from introductory sections of
behavioral science and management and received course credit
for research participation. A total of 80 males
participated in this study.

Experimental Desin

Three independent variables were manipulated. These
included leader competence (high versus low), group member
competence (high versus low) and the mode of leader influ-
ence (reciprocal versus nonreciprocal). This resulted in a
2 x 2 x 2 factorial design with ten observations per cell.

Overview of Procedures

Subjects were seated in the experimental room in groups
of five. Depending on the number of naive subjects choosing
that specific time, two or three of the group members were
confederates of the experimenter. The same subject confed-
erate was always chosen as leader by a bogus "random selec-
tion procedure." The remaining subject confederates were
used to complete a five-person group and to enable feedback
scores to be matched across groups.

Written general instructions indicated that group
members would be working on two "engineering type" produc-
tion tasks requiring that they build a series of models
following a set of blueprinti. The first model-building
task (Shallow Water Ca rriers ) was introduced as a practice
task to familiarize the group members with the skills neces-
sary to complete the second production task (Moon Tents'.

'The Shallow Water Carrier and Moon Tent construction
tasks can be found in Kolb, D. A., Rubin, 1. M., and
McIntyre, J. M., Organizational Psychology: An Experiential

* Avyroach (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall), 1974.
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Group members would work on the first production task
individually and receive feedback about their performance.

Instructions also indicated that the second task would
be completed as a nominal group, where each group member
works individually, but the efforts of all group members are
combined to assess performance. in addition, the leader
could, if he chose, make suggestions to any or all of the
group members as well as ask for suggestions from any or all
of the group members to help improve performance on the
second task.

Following the general instructions, the experimenter
reviewed the steps involved in construction of the first
model and gave the subjects additional Instructions
indicating that they were to build five models as fast as
possible during the actual production period. Both quality
and speed were equally important in determining the number
of points each group member earned. Subjects were then
seated in separate rooms for the first (practice) task.

Manipulation of Leader and Member Competence

Leader and group member competence were independently
manipulated by providing bogus feedback on the practice
task. Leaders and group members who received high compe-
tence feedback were told that they scored better than 108 of
the 122 people who had previously completed the task vith a
percentile range score of 81-100. Leaders and group members
who received low competence feedback scored better than only
21 of the 122 people with a percentile range score of 21-
40. In each group there were two high performing group
members and two low performing group members. The fifth
group member (not the leader) was given a score which placed
him at the 41-60 percentile, surpassing 38 of the 122 people
who had previously completed the task. Thus, each group
member privately received a feedback sheet which indicated
how well his leader performed, how well he performed, and
how well the other members of his group performed on the
practice task.

First Questionnaire Administration

Immediately after performance feedback on the practice
task, a questionnaire measuring leader endorsement, leader
competence and subject competence was administered. Ques-
tions measuring endorsement were adopted from Hichener and
lawler (1975). The endorsement scale items included: How
satisfied are you with the performance of the group leader
on the first production task? How legitimate is it for the
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leader of your group to occupy his position as leader? How
willing are you to have the person who served as leader head
the group on the second production task? To what extent do
you support or oppose the leader of your group? Other
questions measured the success of the experimental
manipulation of leader competence and subject competence.
Questions included: How competent were you on the first
production task? How competent was your leader on the first
production task? Each of the questions was answered along a
seven-point scale.

Second Production Task

Following collection of the first questionnaire,
instructions for the second production task were distributed
Indicating that each group member could earn $3.00 if the
group's level of performance (averaged across all group
members) was better than 75 percent of the groups which
previously completed this task. The better each group mem-
ber's performance, the better would be the performance of
the group.

Additional written instructions stated that each group
member would have 10 minutes to examine and learn the steps
involved in building the second model. During this 10

minute period, group members~ would also have the opportunity
to record on carbon paper !heir ideas and suggestions forI
improving performance on the second construction task. The
leader would have the option of requesting copies of the
group members ' suggestions as well as providing copies of
his own suggestions to any or all of the group members.

Manipulation of Node of Influence

After 10 minutes, the experimenter and leader met with
each group member individually. In the reciprocal condi-
tion, the experimenter indicated that the leader would like
to give that group member a copy of his suggestions for
improving performance on the second task. The leader handed
the group member a carbon copy of his suggestion and said,
"I hope you can read my handwriting." The experimenter

* followed by asking the leader if he wished to see a copy of
the group member's suggestions. The leader responded by
saying, "Yes, I would really like to see them." The experi-

* menter then asked the group member to give the leader a
carbon copy of his suggestions.

In the nonreciprocal condition, the dialogue was the
same; however, when asked by the experimenter if he wished

* to see a copy of the group member's suggestion, the leader
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responded, "No, I don't really need to see them." After
time was allowed to inspect the leader's suggestion, the
second production period began, using the same procedures
followed in the practice production task.

Compliance with the Leader

All group members received a standardized suggestion
from the leader giving his suggestions for completing the
second production task. This suggestion was as follows:

Since we have to build a certain number of moon tents
fast with high quality, let's do one step for all five
moon tents before we do the next step, like an assembly
line. An assembly line works well when speed and
quality are important and you build a fixed number of
things. To start let's do Step #1 for all five moon
tents, first by turning each sheet of paper so that the
pattern faces us, then do Step #2 for all five tents by
turning the paper over so that the pattern is on the
back, then do Step #3 for all five tents by folding
each paper in half and so on, doing Step #4 for all
five tents, then Step #5 for all five tents and so on,
until we finish Step #14. I think the key is to com-
plete one step for all five tents before doing the next
step.

This leader suggestion was designed to be neither obviously
helpful nor beneficial. In order to ascertain whether or
not the assembly line procedure was superior or inferior to
individual model production, a pilot experiment was per-
formed in which subjects (n - 20) were randomly assigned to
complete models either individually or by assembly line. No
significant differences were found in speed of production
between subjects in these two conditions.

Compliance was measured by the extent to which group
members followed the leader's suggestion, building the moon
tents in an assembly line fashion. Trained raters viewed
the construction activities through one-way glass using a
coding scheme which counted the number of assembly line
steps each group member used in building the five models.
In order to control for the fact that some subjects may have
been more inclined to use assembly line procedures on their
own, all subjects were observed during the first (practice)
construction task as well as the second task. A compliance
score was then obtained by subtracting the first assembly
line score from the second assembly line score. Potential
scores could range betwen 0 and 140.
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Four different raters assessed the extent to which
group members followed the leader's suggestion to build the
models like an assembly line. Interrater reliability was
determined by having the four raters code the behavior of a
single subject and then comparing on a percentage basis, the
compliance rating scores for each pair of raters. Eighteen
subjects were used in assessing interrater reliability.
Average interrater reliability was 97 percent.

Second Ouestionnaire Administration

While the experimenter "scored" performance on the
second production task, subjects were asked to complete a
second questionnaire. This questionnaire contained
questions designed to assess the effects of the reciprocity
manipulation as well as filler items. Following collection
of questionnaires, subjects were each paid $3.00 and
debriefed.

Results

Success of Experimental Manipulations

A 2 (leader competence) by 2 (member competence) by 2
(reciprocity) analysis of VariaUce revealed a significant
main effect of leader competence, F(1, 72) - 80.06, L < .000
with high competent leaders (I - 5.98) perceived as more
competent than low competent leaders (7 - 3.58). Leader
competence was also affected by the manipulation of group
member competence, F(1, 72) - 6.81, L < .02, with low compe-
tent group members perceiving their leader as more competent
(7 - 5.12) than high competent group members (i - 4.43). In
addition, group members' perceptions of their own competence
were influenced by the manipulation of group member compe-
tence, (1, 72) - 13.46,.L < .000 with high competent group
members perceiving themselves as more competent (7 - 5.25)
than low competent group members (I - 4.28). These results
provide strong evidence for the successful manipulation of
leader and member competence.

The mode of leader influence was also successfully
manipulated. Group members in the reciprocal condition felt
they had a greater opportunity to influence the manner in
which the leader performed the second task Ci - 3.73) than
did group members in the nonreciprocal condition (i - 2.2),
F(1, 72) - 22.95, y < .000. In addition, group members in
the reciprocal condition felt they had greater actual influ-
ence on the leader Y - 3.5) than did group members in the
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nonreciprocal condition M~ 2.0),.F(1, 72) -23.80,

Z2 < .000.

Leader Endorsement,

As expected, leader endorsement was affected by the
manipulation of leader competence, F(1, 72) - 46.61,
±< .000, with high competent leaders more highly endorsed

-21.72) compared to low competent leaders (T - 15.50).
In addition, there was a significant effect of group member
competence on leader endorsement, 7(1, 72) - 3.95, y < .05.
Low competent group members were more generous in their
endorsement of their leader OF~ - 19.33) compared to high
competent group members Or - 17.6). The fact that endorse-
ment varied as a function of leader competence is consistent
with previous literature (e.g., Michener and Lawler, 1975).

Compliance with the Suggestions of a Leader

An analysis of compliance with the leader's suggestion
revealed a main effect of leader 'iompetence F(1, 72) -I
12.10,L < .001 on compliance. Group members with high
competent leaders had a higher average compliance score (7
39) than those with leaders low in competence (T - 20.20).
Similarly, group members low in competence tended to comply
more with the leader's suggestions C!x - 40.25) compared to
group members who were high in competence CT - 21.00). In
addition, there was a significant interaction effect of
leader competence and group member competence on compliance,
7(1, 72) - 6.16, S < .02. This interaction is presented in
figure 1 on the following page. Inspection of the figure
indicates that when the group member was low in competence,
he complied more with the leader's suggestions when the
leader was high (19 - 55.1) compared to low (7 - 23.4) in
competence. However, when the group member was high in
competence, his level of compliance did not differ much as a
function of whether the leader was high (T - 22.55) or low
Of - 17.95) in competence. Using Tukey tests, the high
leader competence/low group member competence cell differed
significantly from all other conditions, at minimum, at the
.01 level. No other conditions, however, differed
significantly from one another.

The pattern of differences between cell means suggests
that both main effects of leader and group member competence
on compliance with leader suggestions are attributable to
the interaction effect of these variables. Specifically, in
this study, it is the combination of high leader competence
and low group member competence which produces a significant
increment in compliance among subjects.
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No significant main effect or interactions were found
for mode of leader influence (reciprocal versus nonrecipro-
cal). It was, however, observed that many of the subjects
had difficulty making suggestions which the leader might use
to improve his performance. Furthermore, it appeared that
there were wide differences in the quality of suggestions
that subjects actually made (from no suggestion at all to
some rather sophisticated schemes). This led us to specu-
late that subjects with high quality suggestions might
appreciate sharing them with their leader in the reciprocal
condition and resent the leader's lack of concern in the
nonreciprocal condition, while those with low quality
suggestions might react in the exact opposite manner to our
manipulation of reciprocity. Based upon these observations,
an internal analysis was performed. Two independent raters
scored the suggestions of each group member on a seven-point
scale from low to high quality. Interrater reliability was
high (.88). Group members were then split at the median on
suggestion quality and compliance was analyzed with a
2 (leader competence) by 2 (member competence) by 2 (mode of
influence) by 2 (suggestion quality) unweighted means analy-
sis of variance (no empty cells were produced). The results
of this analysis duplicated that of the earlier analysis
with significant main effects of leader competence, member
competence and a significant interaction of these variables.
The only additional effect was a significant mode of influ-
ence by suggestion quality interaction, F(1, 64) - 5.75,

L< .02, as presented in Figure 2 on the following page.
The pattern of means in this figure is strikingly in line
with our speculation. That is, among subjects with high
quality suggestions reciprocity was positively related to
compliance, while among subjects with low quality sugges-
tions reciprocity was negatively related to compliance. The
only significant difference between means, however, occurs
in the nonreciprocal condition (p < .05, Tukey).

Discussion

In this experiment we sought to examine some questions
related to group member compliance with the task related
suggestions of a leader. Although main effects of group
member competence and leader competence on compliance were
found, the presence of a significant interaction effect
suggests that neither of these variables was sufficient
alone to cause significant changes in group member compli-
ance. Instead, from this study, it appears that only when
group member competence is low and leader competence is high
does one get significant increments in compliance. In such
a situation the potential rewards for compliance
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(i.e., improved incividual and group performance) clearly
exceed the costs of compliance (i.e., loss of independence
and self-determination). Our results suggest that previous
experimental research indicating a relationship between
leader and/or group member task competence and compliance
most probably confounded the manipulation of leader and
group member competence. Furthermore, these results suggest
that while highly competent leaders may exercise
considerable Influence with less competent subordinates,
their influence over subordinates who are similarly
competent may be minimal. Expert power (French and Raven,
1959) is, thus, power over inexpert others.

It should be pointed out that our laboratory situation
is one in which leaders possessed no reward or coercive
power. Furthermore, interactions were highly controlled so
that referent power was not allowed to develop. Finally,
the legitimate power of leaders came through direct delega-
tion by the experimenter. While these restrictions might be
viewed as detrimental to the external validity of our
results, it should be noted that the position of our leaders
and group members closely parallels that of many superior/
subordinate relationships in large, complex organizations.

Our findings with respect to mode of influence
(reciprocal versus nonreciprocal) are quite interesting.
Neither a main effect of this variable nor interactions with
any of the other independent variables were significant.
The results of an internal analysis, however revealed an
interaction between mode of influence and the quality of
group member suggestions on compliance. Group members with
high quality suggestions tended to comply more under recip-
rocal as compared to nonreciprocal conditions. The reverse
of this was true for group members with low quality sugges-
tions. A possible explanation for these results might
involve resentment on the part of group members whose high
quality suggestions are ignored as well-as an equal resent-
meist on the part of group members whose low quality sugges-
tions are solicited. These results are suggestive for
participative management as a strategy for gaining commit-
ment and compliance from subordinates in organizations.
They suggest, In particular, that subordinates who lack
competence or confidence in their own abilities to make
suggestions, may actually resent a leader who solicits such
suggestions from them. Clearly, this Is an issue worthy of
future investigation in both the laboratory and the field.

Finally, while leader endorsement was infleunced by the
manipulations of leader and group member competence,
endorsement appeared unrelated to group member compliance.

-56-



The average intercell correlation between endorsement and
compliance vas only r - .16. This suggests that while
endorsement may reflect perceived support for the leader,
increased support may not necessarily yield increased
compliance.
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EXPERIMENT 5

Compliance, Leader Competence, Salience of Rewards

and Type of Preceding Request

ABSTRACT

In laboratory groups two pilot experiments were conducted
manipulating the salience of rewards and the foot-in-the-
door technique in examining compliance with a leader.
Compliance with the leader's suggestions was not enhanced by
either the reward manipulation or application of the "foot-
in-the-door technique." Problems with the manipulations
were discussed.

Introduction

The previous studies, conducted in the project, have
suggested that the competence of the leader is unrelated to
the level of group member compliance. Instead group members
may comply due to a lack oZ perceived self-competence,
irrespective of the leader's level of competence, or comply
as a function of demonstrated leader competence in
conjunction with their own lack of self-competence.

Given the previous difficulties in demonstrating any
effects of leader competence per se on group member com-
pliance, two additional studies were piloted to examine
(1) whether leader competence is related to compliance when
the rewards/costs for success/failure are more severe, and
(2) whether other techniques at a leader's disposal (foot-
in-the-door technique) could increase compliance with a
leader's requests.

The first experiment manipulated the salience of
rewards in examining compliance with a leader's suggestions.
One might expect that under conditions of high potential
reward there would be a greater tendency to comply with
leaders high compared to low in competence. Under condi-
tions of low reward, no differences might be expected in
.compliance as a function of leader competence. Hypoth0-
sizing that different levels of rewards may interact with
the competence of the leader in~ enhancing compliance appears
consistent with exchange theory. Here, compliance by low
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competent group members in the presence of a highly
competent leader may occur because they perceive the rewards
for compliance exceeding the costs of compliance. In these
cases, being correct and earning the bonus money may
outweigh the costs of following some~one else's suggestion
and not being able to determine how well one would do on
one'*s own, etc. In addition, low competent group members
may choose to follow a leader's suggestion, irrespective of
the leader's competence, to avoid personal responsibility
for the outcome. Poor performance can now be attributed to
another and the costs of failure avoided.

If the costs of failure become more salient for the
group and each individual in that group, then one might
expect a greater willingness to abdicate the decision making
responsibility to another, especially when the other is a
leader of high competence. Here, collective effort towards
group success may replace individual effort to see how well
one could do and one could avoid personal responsibility for
failure. Thus, one might speculate that under conditions of
high compared to low reward, the level of leader competence
may have greater influence on group member compliance.

A second question concerns other methods at a leader's
disposal which may increase the level of group member
compliance. In the social psychological literature one
method which has received attention as a means to obtain
compliance is the foot-in-the-door technique (Freeman and
Fraser, 1966). This technique involves having the target
first agree to a small request and then presenting a larger
request which Is the critical request. In the foot-in-the-
door technique the first request is one which the target can
"hardly refuse." While there are different explanaL.ons for
this compliance without pressure technique it has proved
successful in increasing compliance in a number of situa-
tions (Freeman and Fraser, 1966; Pliner, Hart, Kohl and
Sarri, 1974). The second experiment involves an attempted
application of the foot-in-the-door to a situation where
compliance with the leader's task suggestions was of
critical interest.

Method

Subjects

Subjects were recruited from introductory sections of
behavioral science and management and received course credit
for research participation. Fifty-five male subjects
participated in the first experiment dealing with the
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salience of rewards and thirty-aix female subjects
participated in the second experiment dealing with the foot-
in-the-door technique.

Experimental Design

Experiment I employed a 3 x 2 experimental design with
three levels of leader competence (high, moderate and low)
and two levels of reward (high versus low). Experiment HI
also employed a 3 x 2 experimental design with three levels
of leader competence (high, moderate and low) and two levelg
of initial request (a request condition versus a no recuest
condition).

Procedures

The general procedures employed in Experiment I and
Experiment 11 were identical. Subjects were seated in the
experimental room in groups of five. Depending upon the
number of subjects who signed up for that particular time,
either one or two group members were confederates of the
experimenter. The group leader was always a confederate of
the experimenter and one person played this role in each
experiment. The leader was chosen through a "bogus" random
selection procedure.

General instructions informed subjects that they would
be working on two model building activities as members of a
nominal group. The first model building activity was pre-
sented as a practice task to familiarize the group members
with the skills and techniques necessary to complete the
second model building task. Group members were told they
would receive feedback on the practice task detailing how
well they and the other group members performed. The exper-
imenter then demonstrated the first task, Shallow Water
Carrier Task, and group members were separated into differ-
ent rooms to begin work on this task.- Group members were
i'sked to build five Shallow Water Carriers as fast as
possible while paying attention to quality. They were
informed that both speed and quality will be important In
determining their performance levels.

Manipulation of Leader Competence

Leader competence was manipulated in both experiments
by varying the performance scores of the leader while hold-
Ing the performance scores of the group members constant.
Through bogus feedback, leaders scored at the 81-100
percentile range, the 41-60 percentile range or 21-40 per-
centile range indicating high above average performance,
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average performance and well below average performance,
respectively. Group members were always given feedback that
they scored at the 41-60 percentile range, indicating aver-
age performance. These feedback range scores had the effect
of creating leaders who appeared more competent than the
group members, leaders who were equal in competence to the
group members and leaders who were lower in competence
compared to the group members. Following competence manipu-
lations questionnaires were distributed to measure the
effectiveness of these manipulations and leader endorsement
(Michener and Burt, 1975).

Second Production Task

After completion of the questionnaires the instructions
for the second production tosk were distributed (Moon Tent
Task). Procedures common to tot! ?xperiments were as
follows: Group members were Siven ten minutes to learn the
steps involved in building the M~oon Tents and told that
during the actual production period they would be asked to
build five models as fast as possible while paying attention
to quality. In addition, the leader could play an advisory
role prior to the second production period. He could circu-
late copies of his ideas to facilitate performance on the
second task to any or all of the group members. Group
members were told the leader had been studying the second
task since they completed the first task and had copied his
ideas on carbon paper for distribution to the group members.
After the group members had the opportunity to review the
steps involved in completing the Moon Tents, the leader
entered each room and gave each group member a copy of his
ideas to improve performance. The leader's suggestion is
reprinted below:

"Since we have to build a certain number of moon tents,
fast with high quality, let's do one step for all five
moon tents before we do the next step, like an assembly
line. An assembly line works well when speed and
quality are important and you have to build a fixed
number of things. To start let's do step #1 for all
five moon tents first by turning the paper over so that
the pattern faces us. Then do step #2 for all five
moon tents by turning the paper over so that the
pattern is on the back. Then do step #3 for all five
tents by folding each paper in half and so on, doing
step #4 for all five tents, then step #5 for all five
tents until we finish step #14. I think the key is to
complete one step for all five tents before doing the
next step."
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After group members reviewed the leader's suggestion
the second production period began. After completing the
five models, a second questionnaire was administered to
check on the experimental manipulations. The subjects were
then debriefed.

Measurement of Compliance

Compliance was measured in both experiments by the
extent group members followed an assembly line procedure in
building their models. Trained raters viewed the subjects
through one-way glass using a coding scheme which counted
the number of assembly line steps used. Reliability was
assessed by having the raters code six practice subjects.
Inter-rater reliability averaged 93 percent agreement across
the five raters used in both studies.

Manipulation of Reward Salience. Experiment I

In Experiment I, the salience of rewards was
manipulated by having half of the subjects work for a $10.00
bonus and the remaining subjects work for $.50 bonus on the
second task. Specifically, group members were told "the
experimenter will pay each of the group members a $10.00 (or
S.50) bonus if the group's performance is 20 percent better
than the average group performance on the first production
task. Furthermore, each group member contributed equally to
the performance of the group. No individual feedback would
be given and only group performance would determine the
awarding of the bonus. To increase plausibility, the exper-
imenter handed each group member an envelope and said, "in
this envelope you will find the bonus money." The money is
really yours to keep if your group exceeds its prior
performance by 20 percent."

Manipulation of Request/No Request. Experiment 11

In the request condition (Experiment 11) subjects were
told that the group leader could communicate with the group
members at her discretion, via an intercom as well as
through written messages. After completion of the first
construction task, the leader contacted subjects in the
request condition on the Intercom and said, "I found the
music distracting while we were building the first acts of
models. Do you mind if I ask the experimenter if he would
shut the music off during the second task?" None of the
subjects resonded negatively to the leader's request. In
the no request condition the leader announced to appropriate
subjects, "I found the music distracting while we were
building the first set of models. I asked the experimenter
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if he would shut off the music during the second task." it
should be noted that the level of reward was constant in
this experiment. All subjects could earn $3.00 If the
group's performance increased by 20 percent.

Results

Success of Experimental Manipulations. Salience of
Reward Experiment

There was a main effect of the leader competence
manipulation on perceived leader competence, F(2, 149)
36.88, y < .000. High competent leaders (if -75.58) were
perceived as more competent compared to low competent
leaders (19 - 1.89),L < .01 (Tukey). While moderate compe-
tent leaders were intermediate in position (11 - 4.89) they
only differed significantly from the low competent leaders
(< .01). Since leader competence was manipulated, one

would also expect that the level of leader endorsement would
vary as a function of the leader competence manipulation.
This proved to be the case as the leader competence
manipulation had a significant main effect on endorsement,
_F(2, 49) - 17.40, y < .000. High competent leaders (T -
20.79) were more highly endorsed compared to low competent
leaders (IF - 11.52),L < .01. Moderately competent leaders
were intermediate in position (7 - 17.05) and significantly
different at the .01 level from low competent leaders and
only marginally different at the .07 level from high

competent leaders (Tukey).

The leader competence manipulations had no effect, as
one would expect, on perceived group member competence.
There were no effects of the leader competence manipulation
on group member perceptions of their own competence or on
satisfaction with their own performance.

In response to questions which attempted to assess
whether there were differences in motivation as a function
of the rewards offered, no differences were found. Group
members did not indicate any differences in "desire to earn
the bonus money," in "perceived effort extended on the
second task" or in "perceived effort of their teammates on
the second task" as a function of the rewards offered. This
is somewhat surprising as one might expect different motiva-
tional sets as a function of the amount of money that could
be earned.
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Compliance with the Leader's Suggestions

There were no differences with respect to the extent
group members complied with the suggestions of the leader as
a function of leader competence or type of reward offered.
In addition, the hypothesis suggesting that compliance would
be influenced by the interaction of leader competence x type
of reward, was not supported.

Success of Experimental Manipulations,
Foot-In-The-Door Experiment

The check on the experimental manipulations for the
study dealing with the foot-in-the-door technique
(Experiment II) closely followed that of Experiment I.
There was a main effect of the leader competence
manipulation on perceived leader competence, F(2, 30)
32.48,.L < .000. High competent leaders were perceived as
most competent (-x - 6.5), followed by moderately competent
leaders (1 - 4.7) followed by low competent leaders (-x -
2.58). All differences were significant at the .01 level,
at minimum (Tukey). In addition, high competent leaders
were most highly endorsed (T - 23.67) followed by moderately
competent leaders ("f - 18.89), followed by low competent
leaders (7 - 14.33). All differences were significant at
the .05 level at minimum.

Similarly, the manipulation of leader competence had no
effect on group members' perceptions of their own compe-
tence. This again suggested that the manipulation of leader
competence was, in fact, independent and had ruled out any
confounding effects with variations in perceived group
member competence.

Compliance with the Leader's Suggestions

Neither the manipulation of leader competence nor the
request manipulation had any impact on the dependent measure
of compliance. In addition, compliance was not influenced
by the interaction of the leader competence x request
variables.

Discussion

Experiment I

The failure to find any relationship between reward

salience and compliance is difficult to interpret since
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there are two divergent but plausible explanations. First,
the lack of finIdings could suggest that leader competence is
unrelated to group member ccmpliance, irrespective of situa-
tional demands, such as the rewards offered for success.
This finding would in fact be consistent with other
research, reported In this project, suggesting that the lack
of group member competence is a critical component of
compliance. However, it is difficult to only argue for this
type of conclusion, given the fact that questionnaire infor-
mation did not clearly indicate that salience of the rewards
was clearly manipulated. Group members did not indicate any
greater desire to earn the larger $10.00 bonus nor was
perceived motivation greater in the $10.00 compared to the
$.50 condition. It is possible that the differences in
monetary amounts were not sufficient to engender differences
in motivation or perhaps the subjects in the $10.00 condi-
tion doubted that they would actually receive the monetary
bonus. Whether or not these explanations are correct, they
do reflect potential internal problems with the design.
Thus we would suggest that conclusions concerning the impact
of situational factors such as salience of rewards would
have to await clearer tests of the hypothesis under condi-
tions where the outcomes have a stronger motivational
impact.

Experiment 11

The lack of findings regarding the utilization of the
foot-in-the-door technique are suggestive that this may not
be an effective technique for inducing compliance within the
type of framework studied. Clearly, there are many differ-
ences between the type of situation used in this study and
other studies which found support for this procedure. One
basic type of difference is that, e.g., in the Freeman and
Fraser (1966) study, subjects for the critical request were
asked to sign a petition or display a sign on a public
service issue rather than follow advice as in the current
study. it may be that the foot-in-the-door technique does
not necessarily apply to type of situation under examina-
tion. It is also possible that the initial request used in
this study required too little behavioral commitment from
the subjects. In the Pliner, Hart, Kohl, and Sarri (1974)
experiment, subjects were first asked to vear a pin which
may have involved a greater commitment than simply adhering
to the leader's request to allow him to ask the experimenter
to turn off the music. Clearly, further experimentation may
.be able to specify, more clearly, other conditions when a
large request preceded by a small request may increase
compliance with a leader's suggestions.
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EXPERIMENT 6

Compliance with Leader Suggestions as a Function of

Leader/Group Member Competence and Influence Mode

ABSTRACT

In laboratory groups, leader competence, group member
competence and mode of leader influence were manipulated.
Compliance with a leader's task suggestions was a function
of the group member's own perceived competence and mode of
leader influence. When group members were of moderate
competence, leader's ideas to facilitate performance pre-
sented in the form of a demand were more successful in
gaining compliance than those ideas presented with no direct
influence attempt.

Fiel stuies, Introduction

Fied sudiswhile rare, have suggested a positive
relationship between expertise and influence. Patchen
(1974) reported that expertise was the second most fre-
quently reported characteristic of influentials. Similarly,
Tannenbaum (1974) reported that expertise was rated as more
important than reward, coercive or referent power in
response to a question regarding supervisory influence.
These studies do not, however, establish a direct link
between task competence and compliance.

Laboratory studies on task competence and leadership
are more numerous but there are problems in interpreting
which aspects of task expertise are causally related to
influence. Hollander (1960) and Hlollander and Julian (1970)
both used Asch type paradigms and found increased agreement
with a competent group member's judgments. Similarly, a
study by Mulder and Wilke (1970) found greater influence
with greater amounts of task information. It is difficult
to determine from these experiments whether leader compe-
tence, lack of group member competence or the interaction of
both variables produced compliance effects. A recent study
by Price and Garland (Note 1) used independent manipulations
of leader and group member competence in order to clarify
their relationship with compliance. Results indicated that
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compliance was significantly increased only when leaders
were high and group members vere low in competence.

In the current study three levels of leader and group
member competence were manipulated in order to compare the
impact of relative leader versus group member differences in

competence vith specific absolute differences in competence
as they may influence compliance.

A second question concerns the manner in which leaders

attempt to influence. One might expect that leaders who
attempt to influence in the form of outright demands would

than those who use more indirect attempts at influence. On
the other hand, a highly competent leader's demands of a low
competent group member may be seen by both parties as quite
legitimate and consistent with the social exchange relation-
ship (Cartwright and Zander, 1968). Previous research
examining compliance with leaders has ignored the manner in
which influence attempts are made by leaders. The current
experiment compared compliance following a direct leader
influence attempt (demand condition) with compliance in a
situation where no direct leader influence attempt was made
(model condition).

Method

One hundred and forty-four male volunteers from
introductory sections of management courses received credit
for participation in this experiment. Three independent
variables were manipulated, including leader competence
(high, moderate and low), group member competence (high,
moderate and low) and mode of influence attempt (demand
versus model). In addition, two confederates served as
leaders in a 3 x 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design.

Subjects were seated in the experimental room in groups
of six. Three or four members of each group were naive,
depending upon the number of subjects signed up at that
time. The remaining group members were confederates. The
leader was always a confederate, chosen through a bogus
random selection procedure. The use of six-person groups
allowed feedback scores to be matched across experimental
conditions. General instructions indicated that interest
was in looking at the performance of nominal groups on con-
struction tasks. Group members then received a blueprint
for the first model they were to build called the Shallow
Water Cargo Carrier. Building this model introduced as a
practice task, involved making a series of folds on printed
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paper according to a specified blueprint. After the
experimenter reviewed the steps involved in building the
first model, the group members were separated into different
rooms for this task. They were instructed to build five
models as fast as possible while concentrating on quality.

Manipulations of-Leader and Group Member Competence

Leader and group member competence were manipulated by
providing bogus performance feedback on the practice task.
Members and leaders in the high competence condition were
given a percentile range score of 81-100, those in the
moderate competence condition received a percentile range
score of 41-60 and those in the low competence condition
received a percentile range score of 21-40. Feedback scores
were randomly assigned in each group to the naive subjects
and confederate leader. Each group member received his
score and the scores of the other group members. Following
performance feedback, a questionnaire was distributed to
check on the effectiveness of the competence manipulations
and to measure leader endorsement using a scale developed by
Michener and Burt (1975).

Second Production Task

Following collection of the questionnaires group

members were kept separate. The instructions for a second
production task (Moon Tent Task) were distributed and group
members were given 10 minutes to learn the steps in building
this model. Instructions indicated that the leader could
play an advisory role on this second task. Specifically,
"the leader, at his discretion can circulate copies of his
ideas for facilitating performance," to any or all of the
group members. Further instructions indicated that each
group member could earn $3.00 if the group's performance,
defined as the aggregated performance of individual members,
was better than 75 percent of the groups that had previously
completed the task. Again, both speed and quality were
important to determine qualification for the bonus money.

Manipulation of Mode of Leader Influence

Prior to beginning the second production period, the
leader met with each group member and handed him a written
suggestion. The demand suggestion is as follows with the

-model suggestion in parentheses:

I want you to follow my idea and (My plans are to) build the 5
moon tents like an assembly line, doing one step for all 5 moon
tents before doing the next step. First, make sure you (I plan
to) do step #1 for all 5 tents by turning each sheet of paper so
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the pattern faces you (me). Then, make sure you do UI will do)
step #2 for all 5 tents b~y turning the paper over so that the
pattern is on the back. Then do (I'll do) step #3 for all 5 moon
tents and so on until you (1) finish step #14. An assembly line
will work well for you (seems to work well for me) when speed and
quality are important and you (I) build a fixed number of objects.
So, follow my advice and complete (So, my plans are to complete)
one step for all 5 tents before doing UI do) the next step.

Measurement of Compliance

Compliance was measured by the extent group members
followed an assembly line procedure in building five models
during the second production period. Trained raters viewed
group members through one-way glass, using a coding scheme
which counted the number of assembly line steps used. Eight
different raters were used in this study. Interrater reli-
ability averaged .98 based upon a sample of nine subjects
coded by all the raters.

Following completion of the moon tent task, a second
questionnaire was administered to assess the success of the
mode of influence manipulation.

Results

Success of Experimental Mardipulations

There was a significant main effect of leader
competence, F(2, 108) - 81.74, S < .000, with high competent
leaders (If -75.98) ierceived as most competent, followed by
moderately competent leaders (Y - 4.81), followed by low
competent leaders (7 3.04). All differences were signifi-
cant at the .01 level (Tukey). There was also a group
member competence x mode of influence x leader interaction
on perceived leader competence, F(2, 108) - 6.10, y < .01.
This interaction is unexplainable since mode of influence
was manipulated after leader competence was measured.

There was a significant main effect of group member
competence on subjects' perceptions of their own competence,
.L(2, 108) -136.74, y .000 with highly competent group
members (T 5.70) most positive in evaluating their own
performance, followed by moderately competent group members
(1! 4.66) followed by low competent group members (Y
3.77). All differences were significant at the .01 level
(Tukey). There was also a leader competence x mode of
Influence x leader interaction, F(2, 108) -4.27,. < .02,
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on perceived group member competence, which cannot be
explained since mode of influence was manipulated after
subjects evaluated their own performance.

Finally, in response to the question assessing the
strength of the leader's attempt to influence, there was, as
expected, a significant main effect of mode of influence,
Y{1I, 108) -43.02,L < .001 with subjects in the demand
condition reporting that leaders tried harder to influence
them than subjects in the model condition.

Compliance with Leader Suggestion

Compliance was measured by subtracting the number of
assembly line steps each subject used in completing the
first task from the number used in completing the second
task. This controlled for any predisposition on the part of
a group member to use an assembly line procedure prior to
the leader suggestion.

There was significant main effects of group member
competence, V(2, 108) - 7.26,.L < .001 and mode of influ-
ence, F(1, 108) - 4.74,.L < .04, on compliance. Both
moderately competent (7 - 74) and low competent (Y -79.9)
group members complied more than high competent group mem-
bers M~ - 57) at the .03 and .01 levels respectively
(Tukey). It addition, compliance was significantly greater
overall in the demand (7 - 75.4) as compared to model condi-
tion C! - 64.5). Also, a marginally significant second
order interaction between subject competence and mode of
influence, F(2, 108) - 3.02, v. < .053, revealed that leader
demands produced more compliance than modelling (_a < .05,
Tukey) only when group members were of moderate competence.
In the high and low competence conditions, mode of influence
had no effect on compliance. This interaction is presented
in Figure 1 on the following page.

Discussion

The results of this study suggest that compliance with
a leader's task suggestions was a function of the group
member's own perceived level of competence and unrelated to
the level of leader competence. Although we did find that
the leader competence manipulation influenced leader
endorsement, F(2, 108) -61.92,.L < .000, it appears that
endorsement was unrelated to compliance as has been sug-
gested by Michener and Burt (1975). Furthermore, this study
did not suggest that relative differences in leader and
group member competence are critical for compliance effects.
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Based upon the differences observed in this study, it seems
that the lack of group member competence can influence the
degree of compliance, irrespective of the leader's level of
competence. This finding differs from the results of a
previous study, which suggested that both high leader compe-
tence and low group member competence were necessary for
compliance (Note 1). The results of these two studies,
suggest as a whole, that group members may comply with the
task suggestions of a leader as a function of their own
level of competence, irrespective of the leader's compe-

tence, or may comply with a leader as a function of high
leader and low group member competence. While it is unclear
at this time, what differences in stimulus conditions may be
related to eacr effect, both studies are consistent in indi-
cating that leader competence, alone, is unrelated to group
member compliance.

With respect to the manner in which a leader's
suggestion is presented, our results indicate that demands
from leaders do not necessarily produce increased reactance
and decreased compliance. Contrary to this, demands were
particularly effective as compared with modelling when group
members were of moderate competence. Perhaps, high compe-
tent group members are unlikely to comply, regardless of the
method of influence used, while low competent group members
may be receptive to any type of influence attempt that may
improve their performance. On the other hand, group members
of moderate competence may be in a more ambiguous situation.
The group member may be uncertain that the leader's approach
to the task will improve his own performance in the model
condition and he may choose t ' use his own approach, avoid-
ing the costs of complying (i.e., following someone else's
ideas). Since the group member's performance may not be
quite good enough, however, a demand from the leader that
his suggestion be followed could cdd a degree of certainty
(i.e., good performance will follow) and/or alleviate the
group member's responsibility for future performance which
may be mediocre, at best. Unfortunately, we do not have any
da~ta on the reasons that group members complied, although
this would certainly be a useful area for further research.
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EXPERIMENT 7

Group Member Compliance As A Function of Group Member

Competence, Leader Monitoring Behavior and

Interaction Anticipation

ABSTRACT

In laboratory groups the competence of the group members,
the monitoring behavior of the leader and future interaction
with the leader were manipulated. Results indicated that
group members tended to comply with the leader's task sug-
gestions as a function of their own lack of competence.
Anticipating future interaction with the leader did not
consistently influence compliance across the two leaders
used in this study.

Introduction

A leader's influence has been theoretically related to
his level of task expertise. For example, Hollander (1961)
suggests that leaders who possess high compared to low
levels of task competence are able to exert greater task
influence upon their co-workers' task behavior. The rela-
tionship between task expertise and influence has received
attention in both the leadership and small group
(conformity) literature. However, inspection of the
literature makes it difficult to assess the manner in which
expertise is related to influence.

Studies by Hollander (1960) and Hollander and Julian
(1970) both used Asch type paradigms in examining the rela-
tionship between task expertise and influence. Both studies
reported increased agreement with the competent group
member's judgments. In the former study, the competence of
the critical group member was manipulated by feedback that
he gave the correct answer and the remaining group members
gave the .ncorrect answer over a series of 15 trials. In
the latter study, the competence of the group leader wasn
held constant and the competence of the group members was
~ianipulated above and below the leader. Problems in inter-
preting these manipulations makes it difficult to determine
which aspects of competence were producing the effect. In
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the Hollander (1960) study, it is possible that Increased
influence may have been a result of the greater competence
of the influential group member, the relative lack of
competence of the conforming group members or the iater-

a ction of both variables. In the Hollander and Julian
(1970) study, it appears that the group members' own self-
confidence vas manipulated, suggesting a relationship
betveen group member self-confidence and conformity rather
than a relationship, as the authors Indicate, between leader
competence and group member conformity.

A recent study by Price and Garland (Note 1) attempted
to specify which aspects of task competence were causally
related to compliance by independently manipulating leader
and group member competence in a 3 x 3 x 2 design. There
were three levels of leader competence (high versus moderate
versus low), three levels of group member competence (high
versus moderate versus low) and two types of leader sugges-
tion (leader either modelled his suggestion or presented his
task suggestion in the form of a demand to the group
members). The major dependent variable was the extent that
group members followed the suggestion of a leader. The
results of this study suggested that group members complied
as a function of their own level of competence, as there was
a significant main effect of group member competence on
compliance. Both the moderately competent group members and
low competent group members complied more with the leader's

s uggestion than the high competent group members. Based on
these findings the current study sought to reexamine compli-
ance with a leader as a function of extreme differences in
group member competence while also examining the impact of
two other variables on compliance.

Specifically, it was predicted that low competent group
members compared to high competent group members would
comply more with the problem solving suggestions of a
leader. In addition, this study was interested in assessing
the effects of leader monitoring behavior and anticipating
future interaction with the leader on compliance. The
majority of studies which examined compliance have examined
public compliance (e.g., the leader was immediately aware of
whether or not his suggestions were followed). Thus, it
would be of interest to vary the monitoring behavior of the
leader along a public/private dimension and examine its
impact on compliance. However, one might not expect that
the monitoring behavior of the leader would have a strong
affect on compliance, except in situations where the group
members expected to interact with the leader on other
occasions. Thus, a second variable of interest would be
whether or not the group members anticipate future
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interaction with the leader. Here it is suggested that the
monitoring behavior of the leader, when the group member
expects to interact with the leader, would increase the
level of group member compliance. One might not expect any
affect on compliance of leader monitoring behavior, when
future interaction with the leader io not anticipated.

Method

Sub lects

Subjects volunteered from introductory sections of
behavioral science and management courses and received
credit for research participation. A total of 69 females
participated in this study.

Three independent variables were manipulated. These
included group member competence (high versus low), the
monitoring behavior of the leader (observation versus no
observation), and interaction anticipation (whether or not
the group member anticipated future interaction with the
leader). In addition, two confederates wre used as leaders
forming a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design. An attempt was
made to counterbalance leaders across conditions. This was
partially successful. In half of the cells the number of
observations based on each confederate was equivalent. In
only one of the remaining cells did the number of observa-
tions recorded for each leader differ by more than one.

Overview of Procedures

Subjects were seated in the experimental room in groups
of six. Depending on the number of naive subjects choosing
the time, two or three of the group members were confed-
erates of the experimenter. One of two confederates was
always chosen as leader by a "random selection procedure."
The remaining subject confederates were used to complete a
six-person group and to enable feedback scores to be matched
across groups.

Upon seating, copies of the general instructions were
distributed indicating that on the first task group members
would be asked to build a series of models following a set
of blueprints. The first model building task (Shallow Water
Carriers) was introduced to familiarize the group members

with the type of skills necessary to complete projecta they
would receive later in the experiment. Group members would
work on the first task individually and would receive
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feedback about their performance and the performance of the
other members of their group.

Following these instructions, the experimenter reviewed
the steps involved in the construction of the first model
and told group members they were to build five models as
fast as possible, during the actual construction period. In
Evaluating performance, both quality and speed would be
equally important.

Manipulation of Subject Competence

Subject competence was manipulated by providing bogus
feedback on the practice task. Group members in the high
competence condition were told they scored in the high above
average category with a percentile range score of 81-100,
indicating that they did better than 108 of the 122 people
who had previously completed this task. Group members in
the low competence condition were told they fell in the
below average category with a percentile range score of 21-
40, indicating they surpassed 12 of the 122 people who had
previously completed this task. All group members, regard-
less of their competence, were told the leader fell within
the high above average category, with corresponding per-
centile range scores. Remaining scores of group members
were equally divided at each feedback level so that in each
group there were two high above average scores, two average

scores and two below average scores.

First Questionnaire Administration

Immediately after performance feedback on the practice
task, a group reaction questionnaire was administered check-
ing the success of the experimental manipulations, and
containing filler items which were not analyzed. Each of
the questions was answered along a seven-point scale.

Second Production Task

Following collection of questionnaires, the instruc-
tions for the second production task were distributed (Moon
Tent Task). The instructions indicated that group members
would have 5 minutes to learn the steps involved in con-
struction of the moon tents. The leader of the group had
already studied the blueprint and built one model while the
group members were completing the group reaction question-
naire. Since the group members would be working as members
?f a nominal group on the second task, the leader would play
an important advisory role. While the group members were
studying the procedures for the second production problem,
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the leader would be using this time to record on carbon
paper any suggestions she might have for facilitating
performance on the second production task. After the group
members finished studying the second task, the leader could
at her discretion, circulate copies of her suggestions to
any or all of the group members.I

Further instruction indicated that each group member
could earn $3.00 if the group's performance vas better than
75 percent of the groups which had previously completed this
task. The better each group member performed, the better
would be the performance of the group. During the second
production period, each group member would be asked to build
five models as rapidly as possible while paying attention to
quality. Both factors would be equally important in deter-
mining the number of points each group member contributed
towards the total points earned by the group. No Individual
feedback would be given and only group performance would
determine awarding of the bonus on the second task.

Manipulation of Anticipation of Future Interaction

In the anticipate future interaction condition, the
last section of the Moon Tent instructions indicated that
after the group members received performance feedback on the
Moon Tent task, they would work on a third task; there was
no mention of a third task in the no-anticipate future
interaction condition. If the group members anticipated
future interaction, they were told they would meet with the
leader and other group members to discuss procedures for
completing the "Hollow Square Construction Task."

Compliance with the Leader

After the group members read the instructions for the
second task, the experimenter and the leader met with each
group member individually. The experimenter indicated that
the leader would like to give each group member a copy of
his suggestions for improving performance on the second
task. The leader handed each group member a carbon copy of
his suggestion and said, "I hope you can read my hand-
writing." All group members received a standardized
suggestion from the leader which was as follows:

"Since we have to build a certain number of moon tents
fast with high quality, let's do one step for all five
moon tents before we do the next step, like an assembly
line. An assembly line works well when speed and
quality are important and you build a fixed number of
things. To start let's do Step 11 for all five moon



tents, first by turning each sheet of paper so that the
pattern faces Us, then do Step #2 for all five tents by
turning each sheet of paper so that the pattern is on
the back, then do Step #3 for all five tents by folding
each paper in half and so on doing Step #4 for all 5
tents, then Step #5 for all five tents and so on until
we finish Step #14. 1 think the key is to complete one
step for all five tents before doing the next step."

Manipulation of Leader Monitoring Behavior

After the group members had time to read the Jeader's
suggestion, the experimenter returned to each group member's

room with the construction materials for the second produc-
tion task and reviewed the task instructions. Following the
instructions, in the non-monitoring condition, the leader
left the room, and the second production period began. In
the monitoring condition, prior to beginning the second
production period, the experimenter added the following:

"I've asked the leader to observe your construction
activities through the one-way glass. I've asked her
to do this so that she can complete some questionnaire
information about how you build the moon tents."

As the experimenter said this, he rolled up the blinds to

expose the one-way glass.I

Measurement of Compliance

Compliance was measured by the extent to which group

members followed the leader's suggestion, building the moon
tents ir an assembly line fashion. Trained raters viewed
the construction activities through one-way glass using a
coding ucheme which counted the number of assembly line
steps each group member used in building the five models.

Six different raters assessed the extent that group
members followed the leader's suggestion to build the models
like an assembly line. Interrater reliability was deter-
mined by having the six raters code the behavior of a single
subject and then comparing on a percentage basis, the
compliance rating scores for each pair of raters. Nine
subjects were used In assessing interrater reliability.
Average interrater reliability was 98 percent.

Second Questionnaire Administration

While the experimenter "scored" performance on the

second production task, subjects were asked to complete a
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second questionnaire. This questionnaire contained
questions designed to assess the success of the
manipulations of interaction anticipation, monitoring
Uehavior of the leader, as well as containing filler
items. Following collection of questionnaires, subjects
were debriefed.

Results

Success of Experimental Manipulations

Analysis revealed a significant effect for the
manipulation of group member competence, .(1, 53) - 26.10,

< .000, with high competent group members perceiving
themselves as more competent (Y - 5.67) compared to low
competent group members (7 - 3.94). In addition, group
member perceptions of their own competence were unexpectedly
affected by the triple interaction of monitoring behavior x
interaction anticipation x leader, F(1, 53) - 4.70,.t < .04,

and by a second order interaction of monitoring behavior x
leader, P(1, 53) - 4.07, v < .05. Both of these inter-
actions are difficult to explain since the manipulation of
the leader's monitoring behavior and the variable of inter-
action anticipation were manipulated after the questions
measuring group member competence were administered.

As expected, a question assessing leader competence was
unaffected by the group member competence manipulation. Low
competcnt group members did not perceive the leader as more
competent compared to the high competent group members. In
addition, group members in the monitoring condition felt the
leader was more likely to observe their construction activi-
ties (T - 5.65) compared to subjects in the non-monitoring
condition (7 - 1.80), 1(I, 53) - 151.13, . < .000. Finally,
subjects in the anticipate future interaction condition felt
they would more likely work with the leader and group mem-
bers on another task (T - 5.16) compared to group members
who did not anticipate future interaction (I - 3.96),
7(1, 53) - 9.43, Z < .003. Thus, as a whole, the experi-
mental manipulations were considered successful.

Compliance with the Suggestions of the Leader

Compliance was measured by the extent group members
followed the assembly line suggestions of the leader in
completing the second production task. In computing compli-
ance scores, the number of assembly line steps used in
completing the Shallow Water Carriers was subtracted from
the number of assembly line steps used in completing the
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Moon Tents. This controlled for a predisposition on the
part of t group members to use an assembly procedure In
building t. e models. There were two measures of compliance.
The first measure, initial compliance, measured the extent
group members followed the leader's suggestion in completing
the first three steps of the Moon Tent task. The second
measure of compliance, total compliance, reflected the
extent the group members followed the leader's suggestion
across all 14 steps of the model building activity.

As predicted, there was a main effect of group member
competence, F!(1, 53) -4.33, yp < .05 on initial compliance.
Group members low in competence complied more with the
leader's suggestion (T~ - 30.38) compared to group members in

the high competence condition (-x 24.68).

On the measure of total compliance there was also a
main effect of group member competence on compliance,
FC1l, 53) - 7.06, y < .01, with low competent subjects
complying more with the leader's suggestion (V 55.52)
compared to high competent subjects (1r - 41.20). In addi-
tion, there was a second order interaction of interaction
anticipation x leader on compliance, F(1, 53) - 6.40,
y< .02. This interaction is presented in Figure 1 on the
following page. Inspection of this figure indicates thatI
the interaction anticipation variable did not have the same
effect for both leaders. When the group members anticipated
future interaction with Leader I there was higher compliance
than when group members anticipated future interaction with
Leader II, y < .05 (Tukey). When the group members did not
anticipate future interaction with the leader, there was no
difference in compliance as a foinction of the group leader.

Discussion

The results of this study indicate that the competence
of the group member is an important variable in determining
compliance. Based on these results, one might suggest that
high competence on the part of the leader Is not sufficient
by Itself to elicit compliance. Rather low group member
competence (e.g., Price and Garland, Note 1) is a necessary
condition for compliance to occur. One might infer, in this
study, that given the desire to be correct and obtain the
bonus money, the suggestions of the high competent leader
was attractive to the low competent group member. It
offered one potential method to Increase performance.

It should be noted that compliance was obtained in this
study in anon-ambiguous task situation where there was
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self-generated feedback to the group members concerning
their performance. In addition, in contrast to other
studies of conformity (e.g., Hollander and Julian, 1970) the
leader made a direct suggestion to the group member. rather
than have each group member indicate, serially, his
preference for a specific solution. This extends the
findings regarding compliance and the importance of the
group member competence to situations where reciprocity
between leader and group members is not implicit in the
problem solving situation (e.g., Hollander, 1961; Mausner,
1954).

In examining the likelihood of other variables In
increasing compliance, the results were unclear. The pre-
dicted interaction between monitoring behavior x interaction
anticipation was not supported. However, compliance was
affected by the interaction anticipation variable, although
this was not consistent across leaders. Why group members
anticipating interaction with one leader tended to comply
more than with the other leader is unclear. At this point,
it may be only suggested that perhaps the styles of the
leaders were quite different. Although the group members
only interacted very briefly with the leader, individuals
familiar with both leaders have suggested that the group
members may have picked up a more punitive style on the part
of the leader obtaining higher compliance levels. This
leader may have appeared more ready to sanction or at least
question the group members, when they met again, concerning
the extent they followed the leader's suggestion on the
second problem solving task. Thus, It might be useful for
future research to examine th' eltnsp of individual
difference variables (e.g., I !tdership styles) and its
effects on compliance in conjunction with variables such as
interaction anticipation.
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EXPERIMENT 8

Leader Allocations As A Function of Task Expectations,

Salary Contingencies and Locus of Control and Group

Member Reactions to Two Allocation Strategies

ABSTRACT

In laboratory groups leader allocations were examined in a
2 (leaders expected to work cooperatively or independently
with the group members) x 2 (leader's salary was contingent
or non-contingent on group member performance) x 2 (leaders
were high or low in personal control) design. Group member
reactions were examined in a 2 (high versus low performer)
x 2 (group member salary based on equity or equality) x 2
(leader's pay contingent or non-contingent on group member
performance) design. Results suggested that an individual
difference variable (locus of control) influenced the
leader's allocation strategy but group member performance
was unaffected by any of the manipulated variables.

Introduction

One source of a leader's potential influence over the
members of his group is reward power (French and Raven,
1968) or the ability to allocate valuable resource. among
the group members. The study of leader influence, there-
fore, would not be complete without an understanding of the
factors which affect leader allocation of resources as well
as the effect of resource allocation on group performance.
While there are a number of theories to be found in
organizational/social psychology which deal with resource
allocation, none has received as much recent theoretical and
empirical treatment as equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965).
The basic assumption of equity theory as applied to resource
allocation is that distributions of outcomes (rewards) which
are proportional to inputs (effort, performance, etc.) will
be perceived as fair or equitable, while all other distri-
butions will be perceived as unfair or inequitable. The
theory goes on to postulate that perceived Inequity creates
tension which may have implications for recipient perfor-
mance as well an the allocator-recipient relationship.



In recent years, the literature on equity theory has
shifted from research that attempted to investigate the way
in which individuals react in response to inequitable
distributions of rewards (Adams, 1963) to research that
attempts to investigate variables which affect the alloca-
tion process itself. Much of this allocation research has
involved direct dyadic exchanges in which the allocator is
also a recipient of the allocation. The more common situ-
ation in formal organizations, however, is one in which a
third or outside party allocates rewards to other parties
but is not him/herself a recipient of these allocations
(e.g., a supervisor recommends merit increases for subordi-
nates but normally does not make these recommendations for
him/herself).

Existing research on third party allocation has
indicated that a variety of strategies exist for the alloca-
tion of resources among members of groups (Garland and Judd.
1978). Deutsch (1975) has argued that allocators may vary
the strategies they use as a function of the social setting
they are in. Specifically, economic settings are expected
to produce allocations based upon the equity principle;
social settings are expected to produce allocations based
upon the equality principle, and settings which foster
development produce allocations based upon need. Leventhal
(1976) has argued that allocation norms have instrumental
value for the allocator. So, for example, an allocator who
wishes to minimize conflict and maximize group harmony might
be expected to violate equity and move toward equality in
the distribution of resources.

Recent studies have shown that an allocator's goals
(Greenberg and Leventhal, 1976) and personality (Greenberg,
1979), as well as the characteristics of those to whom the
allocation will be made (Greenberg, 1978) all may have an
affect upon the strategy adopted. A consistent problem with
these third party allocation studies is that they all
involve an experimental role-play methodology. Subjects are
asked to imagine that they are supervisors whose job it is
to allocate rewards to hypothetical work group members.
While these role-play studies do offer data on what indi-
viduals say they would allocate to various group members, we
cannot be sure that allocators faced with a real group situ-
ation would not deviate from the allocation strategies
uncovered in this body of research. For example, Greenberg
and Leventhal (1976) found that subjects asked to allocate
rewards in order to motivate high performance frequently
resorted to overreward of low performing group members.
While this effect is quite interesting, one may ask whether
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or not leaders facing real groups with which they are forced
to interact would be so willing to violate the equity norm.

The experiment which follows sought to investigate
several questions related to the factors which influence
leader allocation of rewards following group member
performance as well as factors which influence group member
reactions to leader allocations.

With respect to leader allocations two independent
variables were of interest. First, we wished to compare
leader allocations in a situation where the leader's own
future rewards (i.e., following his allocation) are depen-
dent on group performance with allocations in a situation
where the leader's future rewards are independent of the
group's performance. Following the work of Greenberg and
Leventhal (1976) it was expected that leaders whose outcomes
depended upon group performance might be more willing to
violate equity in order to motivate higher performance than
leaders whose outcomes were independent of group perfor-
mance. Second, we wished to compare the allocations of
leaders who expected to work cooperatively on a later group
task with leaders who were expected to work independently on
a later task with members of their group. Since both
Deutsch (1975) and Leventhal (1976) have argued that equal-
ity of reward allocations can often serve to build group
harmony and cooperation, it was expected that leaders would
violate equity in the direction of equality more often when
their groups were expected to work cooperatively than when
they were expected to work independently.

Finally, we sought to look at the relationship between
leader personality and reward allocation. Greenberg (1979)
has demonstrated that individuals who endorse the Protestant
Ethic are less likely to violate equity in reward distribu-
tions than those who do not endorse this ethic. In this
research we looked at locus of control (Levinson, 1973) as a
leader personality variable. It was expected that leaders
who believe in a high level of personal control over out-
comes would be less likely to violate equity in their reward
allocation than those who believe in a low level of personal
control over outcomes.

With respect to group member reactions following leader
allocation, we were guided by some of Adams' (1963) original
hypotheses. Proportional allocations based upon the norm of
equity were expected to result in favorable perceptions of
Ithe group leader and stable performance following reward
allocations. Equal distribution of rewards were expected to
produce feelings of underpayment in the high producing group
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members and feelings of overpayment in low produci--g group
members. As predicted by Adams, underpaid subjects were
expected to decline with respect to the quantity of their
output, while overpaid subjects were expected to increase
their output. Additionally, it was expected that percep-
tions of the leader following equal distributions of reward
would be less favorable, especially for high producing group
members. Whether or not the leader's own outcomes were
dependent upon the group's performance was also of interest
as a factor which might potentially relate to group reac-
t ions following leader allocations. It was expected that
performance effects would be magnified in the situation
where the leader's rewards were tied to group performance,
since by manipulating their own performance in this situa-
tion, group members could not only restore equity for them-
selves but also exert direct Influence on their leaders
outcomes.

Method

Sub lects

Subjects were recruited from introductory sections of
behavioral science and management courses and received
course credit for participation in research.

Experimental Desians

A 2 (leader salary) x 2 (leader task expectations)
design was used in examining leader allocations. The leader
salary was manipulated by paying the leader a fixed rate,
irrespective of the group members performance, or by making
the leader's salary contingent upon the performance of his
group. Task expectations was manipulated by having the
leader expect to work with both group members, collabora-
tively, on a second task or having the leader expect to work
with each group member independently on the second task.
Thirty-two male subjects participated in this experiment.

In examining group member reactions to leader
allocations a 2 (group member performance) x 2 (group member
pay) x 2 (leader salary) design was used. Group member
performance was manipulated through "bogus" feedback. Group
members were told they were to enter the high or low per-
forming member of the group. Group member pay was varied by
paying the group member based on a rule of equity or
equality and leader salary was manipulated by paying the
leader at a fixed rate, irrespective of the group's
performance, or a rate contingent upon the performance of



the group. Sixty-five males participated in this
experiment.

Overview of Procedures

Subjects were seated in groups of three in the
experimental room and the experimenter distributed copies of
the general Instructions. Group's members were told they
would be working on two construction activities where they
would be asked to build paper models following a set of
blueprints. Group members would be given the first set of
blueprints in a few minutes with some practice models and
would be asked to learn and discuss the steps as a group.
Following the group discussion, group members would be
separated into different rooms and asked to build as many
models as possible in a 10 minute period. The experimenter
stated that the group members could earn bonus points,
depending upon the number of acceptable quality models
built, which could be directly converted into money. At the
end of the first task, the experimenter would give each
group member feedback about their group's earnings as well
as each group member's contributions to the total group
earnings.

In addition, the experimenter explained that the group
members would work as members of a nominal group, which
necessitated the selection of a leader. While the leader's
responsibilities would be outlined in more detail later,
initially, he would be responsible for insuring that each
member of the group understood the steps Involved in
constructing the first model.

Group members were then handed the blueprint for the
first production task and two practice models. They were
given 10 minutes to learn the steps involva'd in building the
model and to select a leader.

SAt the end of the 10 minutes the experimenter reentered
the room, asked for the name of the leader and then sepa-
rated each of the group members into different rooms. At
this point, the instructions to the leader and the group
members were administered separately.

Group Member Instructions Prior to the First
Construction Task

After the group members were individually seated, they
were handed written instructions indicating in a few minutes
they would receive a "work basket." Each work basket would
contain enough paper, when properly folded, to build a
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number of models. When they were given the signal to begin,
they should try to earn as many bonus points as possible by
building as many acceptable, quality models as they could,
In the 10 minute production period.

Group members war* also informed that the leader would
play an advisory role on the first production task. While
the group members would be completing the first task, the
leader would be choosing the second group task. The leader
would be examining three different construction activities
and be asked to choose one, which the group members would
complete later in the experiment.

In addition, group member instructions stated that each
bonus point would be worth one cent. In the past, group
earnings on the first task have ranged from $.56 to $3.64
which was divided by the leader between the group members.
At the end of the first task, the leader and the group
members would receive feedback about the group's total earn-
ings, and each group member's contribution to the group's
earnings. After receiving this information the leader would
allocate the group's earnings between the two group members.
After receiving these instructions, the group members began
on the 10 minute construction period.

Leader Instruction Prior to the First

Construction Period

While the group members were reading their instructions
about their and the leader's role, the leader also received
a set of general instructions outlining his role and the
role of the group members. Leaders were also told they
would not be building models during the 10 minute construc-
tion period, but would play an advisory type role. In this
role, they would receive feedback about their group members'
performance on the first task, including each individual's
contributions to the group's earnings. Based on the number
of bonus points earned by the group, tbey would be asked to
allocate the group's earnings between the members of the
group.

In addition, leaders compared to group members were
given additional but different information about the nature
of their advisory role. While the group members were build-
tng the first set of models, the leader would be asked to
work on the second group task; one that the group members
would complete later in the experiment. Leaders ware asked
to review the steps involved in completing the second task
so that they could eventually teach the group members the
procedures to use during a brief training sedsion. They
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were £160 asked to think of ways to facilitate group
performance during the second construction period. Further
specification of the conditions under which the second task

Was to be performed constituted manipulation of the inde-
pendent variables in the leader allocation design and are
discussed below.

1anivulation of Croup Versus Individual Problem
Solving. Leader Allocation Degign

Half of the leaders were told the members of their
group would be working more collaboratively on the second
construction task. The leader, working with both group
members in the same room, would be asked to build eight
models using a group assembly line procedure. This type of
procedure required that no single group member could
complete all 14 steps needed to finish a model, but that
both group members must contribute to the building of all
models. The leader was also instructed that during the
production period, he could not actually hel.p in the
building of the models. Instead, he could point out errors
to the group members, check the quality of the completed
models, etc. Furthermore, bonus points would depend on how
well the group did. Failure of one group member to complete
his part of the task would result in failure for the entire
group. After receiving these instructions, leaders were
asked to study the aecond model so that they could instruct
the gr,,up members in the appropriate procedures. In addi-
tion, they were handed paper to record their Ideas concern-
ing how the work could be divided between the group members
to facilitate group assembly line performance.

In the individual condition, the leader vas given the
same responsibilities for teaching both group members the
steps involved in completing the second production task, for
developing a strategy for building the models, for checking
the quality of the modal* and pointing out errors. However,
f~ the Individual condition, the second construction task

Sintroduced as a more Independent activity. The leader
*as instructed that he would work with each group member
separately. After completing the task with one group
member, he would work with the other group member. The
group members would not work with each other nor would the
failure of one group member to complete the task have any
affect on the bonus points earned by the other group member.
furthermore, an individual assembly line procedure would be
used in completing the second task. Each group member would
be asked to build eight models, paying attention to speed
and quality. However, a group member could not complete one
model before be began another model In the sequence. After
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receiving these instructions leaders were asked to study the
steps for the second task, so that they could instruct and
make suggestions to the other members of the group, to
facilitate individual assembly line performance.

Maniipulation of Leader Pay, Leader Allocation Design

-Leader pay was manipulated by varying the extent to
which the leader's salary was contingent upon the group's
level of performance on the second task. In the contingent
pay condition, the leader received a fixed salary of $.75
and a bonus equal to 50 percent of the total group's earn-
ings. Leaders were informed that their bonus money would
not be taken from the group's earnings, but would be
provided by the experimenter.

In the non-contingent condition, the leader was paid a
flat rate of $1.80 for his work when the second task was
completed, irrespective of the performance of the group. In
all conditions, the leader would receive a flat rate of
$1.80 after the first construction period was completed and
the leader allocated the money earned by the group between
the members of the group.

After receiving these instructions, the leader began
studying the second construction task and writing his
suggestions for organizing the task on carbon paper which
could be distributed to the members of the group. The
leader performed these tasks while the group member. were
completing the first construction period.

Performance Manipulation. Group Member
Reaction Design

After the group members completed the first production
task, the experimenter entered each room and collected the
group members' work basket. Upon entering the room, the
experimenter "ostensibly" carried with him the other group
member's work basket. If the group member was in the high
performance conditionz, the other group member's basket had
approximately half the number of completed models in it. if
the group member was In the low performance condition, the
other group member's basket had approximately twice the
i~iber of completed models in it. After collecting the work
baskets the experimenter announced that he would return in a
few minutes with a feedback sheet to let the group member
know how many bonus points his group earned.

After a few minutes had elapsed, the experimenter
reentered each room and handed each group member and the
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leader a feedback sheet indicating that the group had earned
210 bonus points worth $2.10. In each group, the low per-
forming group member contributed 67 bonus points towards the
total earnings of the group and1 the high performing group
member contributed 147 points. The experimenter stated that
the leader would return in a few minutes with each individ-
ual's earnings after he allocated the groupsa earnings
between the group members. Following these verbal Instruc-
tions, the experimenter handed each group member a copy of
the written Instructions for the second task.

Group Member Instruction. Second Task

These Instructions stated that the second production
task again required that the group members build as many
acceptable quality models as possible during a 10 minute
production period. Bonus points could again be earned by
the group members which could be converted into money.
Again, the leader would have the responsibility to divide
the money earned by the group between the group members.
The leader would meet with each group member in a few
minutes, give him a copy of the problem he selected for the
second task, give him a copy of his ideas for organizing the
second production task, and allocate the money earned for
the first production problem. After meeting with the
leader, group members would have 10 minutes to learn the
steps involved in the second production problem and then the
second production period would begin. Finally, these
Instructions to the group members Included a iection out-
lining the leader's rate of pay. The manipulation of
whether the leader's pay was contingent on the performance
of the group or non-contingent was the same as presented
under Manipulation of Leader Pay, Leader Allocation Design.

Leader Allocations

While the group members were reviewing the above
instructions, the leader was given the same feedback sheets
the group members received. In addition, the leader was
handed a money tray containing $2.10 to be divided between
the group members and $1.80 representing his own salary for

* the first task. The leader was asked to allocate the $2.10
between the group members using the enclosed pay envelopes
for these purposes. On each pay envelope, the name of each
group member was printed with the number of bonus points he
earned. Leaders indicated the amount of money they wished
to allocate to each Individual on the envelopes, and placedf tbe* appropriate amount of money In the envelope that each
person would receive. After the leader completed his allo-
cations, he completed a questionnaire about his feelings
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towards the group members, their respective performance, and
questions about the experimental manipulations. The leader
was then asked to cooperate with the experimenter In the
remaining part of the experiment, since his help was neces-
sary to complete the experiment dealing with group member
reactions and maintain the different cover story the group
members had received about the leader's activities. None of
the leaders refused to assist the experimenter and their
remaining part in the experiment is outlined below.

Manipulation of Equity Versus Equality. Group
Member Reaction Design

After the group members reviewed the instructions for
the second task, the leader and experimenter entered each
room separately. The leader handed each group member his
pay envelope. The pay envelopes the leader distributed were
prepared by the experimenter. Half of the group members
received envelopes which allocated the total money earned by
the group ($2.10) based on a rule of equity. Here, the high
performing member of the group received $1.47 and the low
performing member of the group received $.63. The remaining
group members received pay envelopes based on a rule of
equality. In this condition, each group member received a
pay envelope containing $1.05.

Following the distribution of pay envelopes, the leader
handed each group member a copy of the blueprint for the
second production task that he "ostensibly" chose and a( written suggestion indicating why he picked this task and
some ways to organize the task. These suggestion forms were
also prepared by the experimenter with the leader agreeing
to distribute these standardized suggestion forms. The
suggestion form distributed by the leader is reprinted
below:

"I chose the moon tent model building task because it
is similar to the shallow water carrier task that you
have just completed. Steps 1-9 of the shallow water
carrier task are similar to the first 11 steps you will
be doing on the moon tent. Be careful when you reach
steps 12 and 13 of the moon tent as you will be asked
to only fold the corners of your model up, unlike steps
10 and 11 of the shallow water carrier where you
brought the bottom all the way to the top. Also, be
careful that your paper is situated correctly on steps
one and two."

After the group members read the leader's suggestion
and had ten minutes to learn the step. Involved in building
the moon tents, the second production period began. At the
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conclusion of the 10 minute production period, the experi-
menter distributed a questionnaire measuring group member

reactions while he scored group member performance. Follow-
ing completion of the questionnaire, group members were
debriefed.

Dependent Variables. Leader Allocation Experiment

The major dependent variable in the leader allocation
study was the manner in which the leader divided the group's
earnings between the members of the group. The leader's
allocation was analyzed in two ways. First, the amount of
money given to the high performing group member was
analyzed. Since all leaders were given the same amount of

money, $2.10, examining the amount of money given to the lo,
performing group member would only provide redundant
information.

Second, the leader's allocation was classified as one
of either equity or equality. Equity was defined as withi
one cent of a $1.47/$.63 distribution to allow for slight
error on the part of the subjects. All other distribution.
were defined as a tendency towards equality.

In additon, all leaders completed a questionnaire
measuring the success of the experimental manipulations,
perceptions of leader endorsement (Michener and Burt, 1975),
reactions towards the group members and the Levinson Locus
of Control Scale (1973). This latter scale was exmained as
a potential moderator of allocation strategies used by
leaders. Leaders completed this scale prior to receiving

feedback about the group members' performance and before
making their allocations.

Dependent Variables. Group Member Reaction Experiment

The major dependent variable was the number of moon
tents produced during the second production period. In

ad4.tion, group members completed a questionnaire responding
to questions measuring the success of the experimental
manipulations, their endorsement of the leader, and
perceptions of their leader's "allocation" strategy.

Results

Leader Allocation Experiment

Preliminary analysis suggested the possibility that the
personal control scale in the Levinson Locus of Control
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Scale (1973) might be related to the leader allocations, due
to a correlation between the personal control scores and the
amount of money the leaders allocated to the high performing
group members. Thus, leaders were divided at the median on
the personal control scale and leader reactions were
analyzed in a 2 (leader salary) x 2 (leader task expecta-
t ions) x 2 (high versus low personal control) analysis of
variance design.

Success of Experimental Manipulations

Two questions measured the success of the experimental
manipulations. The first question dealt with perceptions of
leader pay, whether or not It was contingent upon the per-
form&-ice of the group members. There was a main effect of
the leader salary manipulation upon perceptions of leader
pay, F(1, 23) - 78.85, Z .000. Leaders in the contingent
pay condition perceived that their salary was more dependent
upon the group's performance (If - 5.58), than leaders in the
non-contingent condition, ("f - 2.21). In addition, there
was a main effect of the group versus individual manipula-
tion, F(1, 23) -4.25,.L < .05, on leader expectations of
working with each individual separately, or working with
both group members collaboratively on the second task. The
direction of the difference was consistent with the experi-
mental manipulations.

Leader Allocations,

Initial analysis of the allocation strategy used b,1, the
leader examined the amount of money paid to the high per-
forming group member. Analysis revealed, only, a margi-nally
significant main effect for the locus of control variable,
.E~l, 23) - 4.05,L < .056. Leaders with high personal
control scores allocated more money (. - 143.93) to high
performers than leaders with low personal control scores

(- 133.35). Since the amount of money allocated between
the group members was symmetrical, the high internal control
leader compared to the low Internal control leader tended to
allocate less money to the low performing group member.

A second analysis of leader allocation involved the
categorization of leader allocations into one of equity, if
the allocation was within one penny of a $1.47/$.63 split,
or equality if the allocation deviated by more than one
penny. Chi-squared analysis revealed a significant rela-
tionship beiveen leader locus of control and allocation
ustrategyt x M 7.30,. < .01. Of the 14 high personal
control leaders, 13 followed equity and one tended towards
equality in the distribution of rewards. Of the 17 low
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personal control leaders, 8 followed equity and 9 tended
towards equolity in the distribution of rewards.

Leader Questionnaire Data

Questionnaire data did not reveal any systematic
differences, by experimental condition, in the reasons
leaders gave for the distribution of rewards. Leaders did
not indicate that they allocated the bonus money in an
attempt to promote positive feelings between the group mem-
bers, promote harmony between the group members, to try to
motivate the high or low performing members of the group or
to insure that the high or low performing group member would
work well with the leader, as a function of any of the
experimental manipulations or measured variables.

With respect to locus of control, two questions did
indicate that high personal control compared to low personal
control leaders tended to attribute performance more to
ability for the high performing group members, F(l, 23)-
7.29, S± .02, and the low performing group members,
FE(1, 23) - 8.52,.L < .008. Similarly, effort was a more
likely causal factor of performance for the high personal
control leaders in judging the performance of the high
performing group members, F(1, 23) -13.68,.L < .001, and
low performing group members F(1,23) - 9.4,L < .005. Such
attributions would be quite consistent with the locus of
control scale (Levinson, 1973) and simply provide a check on
the measuring instrument.

Leader Perceptions of Their Endorsement

Finally, leaders were asked to estimate the extent
group members would endorse them as leaders. None of the
manipulated or measured variables influenced the leader's
perception of his endorsement by either the high or low
performing group member.

In addition, an internal analysis was performed using
the actual allocation strategy of the leader as an inde-
pendent variable and assessing its effects on the leader's
perception of his level of endorsement. A main effect was
found of leader allocation (equity versus equality) on per-
ceived leader endorsement by the high competent group

m ember, F(1, 23) - 4.72,.L < .04. Leaders using equity
perceived higher endorsement from the high performing group
member Mx - 21.88) compared to those leaders using equality

(- 18.9). There was no corresponding trend when the antic-
ipated endorsement by the low performing group member was
examined.
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Group Member Reactions

Success of Experimental Manivulacions

Three questions assessed the effectiveness of the
experimental manipulations. In response to a question indi-
cating whether the group members felt overpaid after the
first production task, there was a second order interaction
of group member performance x group member pay on percep-
tions of overpayment, F(l, 57) - 6.57, j < .02. Low
performing group members perceived they were overpaid under
equality CE - 5.49) compared to equity (Y - 2.70), X < .01
(Tukey). There were no differences in perceived overpayment
for the high performing group members as a function of the
equity/equality manipulation. In addition, there was a main
effect of group member pay on perceptions of overpayment,
F(1, 57) - 17.94,.L < .000, such that group members paid on
a rule of equality felt more overpaid than those paid on
equity. There was also a main effect of group member per-
formance on perceptions of being overpaid, P~l, 57) - 13.94,
X< .000. Low performing group members (Y Z 4.06) felt more
overpaid than high performing group members (T - 2.50).
Both of these main effects appear largely a function of the
significant interaction which was obtained.

In response to a question assessing perceptions of
underpayment, there was the expected interaction of group
member performance x group member pay on feelings of being
underpaid, F~l, 57) - 9.88, y < .003. High performing group
members felt more underpaid under equality CY - 3.27)
compared to equity (T - 2.12), y < .05 (Tukey). Differences
between the low performing group members were not signif-
icant as a function of the equity/equality manipulation.

The final question checked on perceptions that the
leader's salary was dependent upon the level of group member
performance. As expected there was a main effect of leader

s alary, P (1, 57) - 26.77,L <. .000 on perceptions that the
leader's salary was related to the group's level of perfor-

mance in the contingent (I - 5.22) compared to the non-
contingent condition (Y - 2.91).

Group Member Performance on the Second
Production Task

Of major Interest was whether the group member would
restrict or increase their productivity as a function of
t1heir salary and to determine if the leader's pay, when'
contingent upon the group member's performance, would
enhance this tendency. V



The measure of group member performance was the number
of units produced during the second production period minus
the number of units produced during the first production
period. A constant of one was added to eliminate negative
numbers. Analysis did not indicate that any of the manipu-
lated variables influenced productivity. There were no main
or interaction effects on the dependent measure of
productivity.

Questionnaire Responses of the Group Members

Responses to a questionnaire did not reveal any
differences between the group members concerning the reasons
that the leader may have followed an equity versus an equal-
ity allocation strategy. Questions concerning, promotion of
positive feelings between group members, promoting harmony
between group members, motivating the group members, or
insuring that the group members would work well with the
leader did not reveal any differences as a function of the
experimental manipulation of pay.

The only significant differences found were on a
question asking the group members how they would have
allocated the money on the first production task. There was
a significant second order Interaction of group member per-
formance x group member pay on their allocation,
F(l, 57) - 10.15,.L < .002. High performing group members
tended to allocate more to themselves following the equity
allocation by the leader (7 $1.40) than when the leader
used an equality allocation -I $1.12),.L < .01 (Tukey);
low performing group members did not differ In the amount
they would have taken for themselves as a function of
previous equity distribution (Y - $.64) or equality
allocation (Y -$.72).

Group Member Endorsement of the Leader

With respect to leader endorsement, there was a triple
interaction of group member performance x group member pay
x leader salary on leader endorsement, F(1, 57) - 5.76,
2 .02. The nature of this interaction suggested that when

the group member was a high performer, equity In allocation
led to higher endorsement under contingent leader salary
than under non-contingent leader salary, while equality in
allocation led to higher endorsement under non-contingent
than contingent leader salary. For low performers this
pattern of results was completely reversed. Equity produced
higher leader endorsement under non-contingent leader salary
compared to contingent leader salary and equality producing
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higher endorsement under contingent as compared to non-
contingent leader salary.

Discussion

The results of this study are not consistent with those
of earlier studies on third party allocations and responses
to those allocations. With respect to leader allocations,
although manipulation checks verified the effectiveness of
the manipulations in the leader allocation design, strate-
gies used by the leaders was found to vary systematically
only as a function of locus of control, a measured person-
ality variable. This suggests that under conditions where
it may have been beneficial for the leader to increase moti-
vation of the group members (the leader's salary was
contingent upon the group member's performance), there was
no attempt to allocate the group's earnings in a conscious
manner to increase motivation. Similarly, in a situation
where the group members would work collaboratively together
on the second task, there was no systematic attempt to
allocate money in a manner to promote harmony or positive
feelings between the group members to insure cooperation on
the second task.

The fact that leaders did not violate equity to
motivate performance when their own pay was contingent upon
group performance and the fact that they did not violate
equity to increase cooperation and group harmony suggests
that in real as opposed to role-play group situations leader
personality or values may play a more important part in
allocation than any particular instrumental strategy. Cer-
tainly, our results with locus of control, combined with the
work of Greenberg (1979) on Protestant Fthic suggests that
more careful consideration be given to allocator personal
characteristics in future allocation research.

With respect to group member performance, our
manipulations also appeared to be highly effective. Under
conditions of equity high performers felt underpaid and low
performers felt overpaid relative to those receiving
equitable allocations.

Interestingly, the leader's allocation strategy did
appear to influence group member endorsement. High
performing group members reported higher leader endorsement
when the leader's allocation strategy matched the method by
which the leader himself, was rewarded. When the leader's
salary was contingent on group performance, allocations
based on equity led to higher endorsement than allocation
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based on equality for high performers. When the leader's
salary was independent of group performance, however, allo-
cations based on equality led to higher endorsement than
those based on equity. Low performing member. appeared to
reverse this trend. Possibly they felt equality vas more
justified when the leader's pay was contingent upon their
performance, because in part they felt their effort con-
tributed to the leader's earnings. On the other hand, vhen
their effort did not contribute to the leader's earnings
(non-contingenet condition), they may have felt that equity
was an appropriate allocation strategy.

While endorsement varied as a function of the leader's
allocation strategy group member performance, in terms of
quantity, did not. It is possible that other dependent
measures such as quality would have been more sensitive to
the experimental manipulations, however, quality was not
measured in this experiment. Future research might look at
differences in performance quality as a function of leader
allocations. Examination of this dependent variable might
result in greater consistency with previous literature
examining the effects of violations of equity.
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